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CONTROL OF ADVERTISING ON INTERSTATE 
HIGHWAYS 


MONDAY, MARCH 10, 1958 


Unirep States SENATE, 
ComMITTrEeE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, at 10 a. m., in room 457, Senate Office 
Building, Hon. Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Neuberger, Scott, Kuchel, and Revercomb. 
Senator Gorr. The committee will come to order. 
(The bills under consideration are as follows:) 


{Committee Print May 24, 1957, 8. 963, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 
[Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the part printed in italic] 


A BILL To provide for the eontrol of certain advertising on federally owned or controlled lands adjacent 
to the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, and to encourage such control on other 
lands adjacent to such National System 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, Fhat; in order te promote a national peliey fer 
the protection ef seettte and safety of travel on the National § wt 

; he & Ta 


mended shell limit signs in sueh areas to— 
Sor See eae Onn nr a cee aerate es ene eee rae 
+24 stents ttetesttine the ne ee nrenne SA SNR, 98 FERN SF Se Se 
atedt they see deestede atte 
+ B+ signe located in commercial areas adjacent to and accessible from ouch 
titshavtirs td aebeertsHte ot bttsitess eordttetedd oH prettises Ht the estHteretet 
she 
_ Swe: 2: eet eepente Se ee nae seateee het teeth + bbbostds + 


Commerce shall entry ott this nation! peliey by regulations applying his reer 
pended street pretittettedd after eonstlttion sith the desde of the dederet 
tte seetetes HeestHe Hitt -dietion ever trie. aHeeted thereha 

Bee: + Fe promote this national peliey by aetion of the States with sespeet te 
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five hundred feet of the rights-of-wey of the National System ef Interstate and 
Defetise dishes Hr tecordetee arth the sttrdrds prepired tader the fest 
scotion ef thie Ash: chai: andes the Slederal Aid Sighwas das of 1066, We eon 
sidered an interest in lend which may be sequired for right-of-way or other pur 
poses Ht eoteettoH aH A protect for the const itetinth reeerHatetetiot: er 
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TITLE I—CONTROL OF ADVERTISING 


Sgc. 101. (a) It is hereby declared to be in the public interest to encourage and 
assist the States to regulate the use of and to improve areas adjacent to the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways for the purpose of safeguarding public 
travel, promoting interstate commerce, protecting the public investment, and preserving 
scenic beauty and points or shrines of historical significance. 

(b) To facilitate the implementation of the objectives set forth in subsection (a) 
hereof, the Secretary of Commerce is directed to prepare and publish recommended 
standards for the regulation and control of the erection and maintenance of advertising 
signs, displays, or other advertising devices within or adjacent to the rights-of-way of 
such system. The recommended standards shall limit such signs, displays, or devices 
within siz hundred and sixty feet of the paved surface of the main traveled roadway to— 

(1) official signs or notices that are required or authorized by law; 

(2) signs advertising the availability for sale or lease of the property on which 
they are located; 

(3) signs advertising activities being conducted unon the property on which 
they are located; and 

(4) signs determined to be in the interest of the traveling public and which, by 
reason of their location, frequency, or character, do not impair the safety of travel 
or interfere with enjoyment of the natural beauty of the area through which the 
highway passes, except that the total mileage of such system within any State, 
with respect to which an agreement as described in subsection (c) hereof has been 
executed and from which signs described in this clause are visible to the traveling 
public proceeding in any direction on said highway shall not exceed 5 per centum 
of such mileage, exclusive of bridges, tunnels, and mileage on federally owned or 
controlled lands. 

(c) The Secretary of Commerce is authorized to enter into agreements with any 
State for the purpose of carrying out the policy established by this Act in connection 
with any projects, or parts of projects when approved by the Secretary, on such system. 
Any such agreements may include, among other things, provisions for preservation of 
natural beauly, prevention of erosion, landscaping, reforestation, development of view- 
points for scenic attractions that are accessible to the public without charge, and the 
erection of markers, signs, or plaques, and development of areas in appreciation of 
sites of historical significance. Any such agreement shall include provisions for 
regulation and control of the erection and maintenance of advertising signs, displays, 
and other advertising devices in conformity with the standards established in accordance 
with subsection (6). 

Sec. 102. The Secretary of Commerce shall carry out the objectives established 
by this Act by providing for the application of the standards established in accordance 
with this Act to federally owned or controlled lands on which the National System 
of Interstate Defense Highways is located. He may make such arrangements with 
the agency having jurisdiction over such lands as may be necessary, and any Federal 
agency having jurisdiction over such lands is hereby directed to cooperate with the 
Secretary of Commerce for the purposes of this section. 

Sec. 108. Notwithstanding the last proviso of section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1944 (68 Stat. 838), the Federal share payable on account of any project, or 
parts of any project when approved by the Secretary, on the National System of Inter- 
state and Defense Highways provided for by funds made available under the provisions 
of section 108 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, exclusive of main bridges and 
tunnels, shall be increased three-fourths of 1 per centum of the total cost thereof if an 
agreement, as provided for in subsection (c) of the first section of this Act, is entered 
into for such project prior to July 1, 1960, or prior to the end of the two-year period 
following the date of the execution of the project agreement between the Secretary of 
Commerce and the State for such project, whichever is later. Such Federal share shall 
not include any cosis incurred in carrying out any agreement entered into pursuant 
to this Act. 

Sec. 104. The provisions of subsection (a) of section 109 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374) shall not be construed as granting authority to the 
Secretary of Commerce to acquire lands or interests in lands to carry out the provisions 


of this Act. 
TITLE II—INCREASE OF MILEAGE 


Sec. 201. Subsection (a) of section 108 (relating to the National System of Inter- 
state and Defense Highways) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is amended by 
striking out ‘“‘thirteen-year period” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘twenty-year period’. 

Sec. 202. Subsection (b) of such section 108 is amended by striking out ‘‘the addi- 
tional sum of $1,500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and the addi- 
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tional sum of $1,025,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969.’’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘the additional sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1968, the additional sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969, the additional sum of $2,200, 000, 000 for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1970, the additional sum of $2,200, 000, 000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, the additional sum of $2,200, 000, 000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1972, the additional sum of $2,200, 000 000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1978, the additional sum of $2,200, 000, 000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974. 
the additional sum of $1,500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and 
the additional sum of $1,025,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976." 

Sec. 208. Subsection (d) of such section 108 is amended by striking out ‘‘1969”’ 
in the first two sentences and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘1976’’, and by striking out 
“January 2, 1968’ in the seventh sentence and inserting in lieu thereof ‘January 2, 
1975’. 

Sec. 204. Subsection (i) of such section 108 is amended by striking out “1975” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘1980”’’. 

Sec. 205. Subsection (1) of such section 108 is amended to read as follows: 

(1) INCREASE IN MiLrace.—Section 7 of the Federal-Aid |, Highway Act of 1944 
(58 Stat. 838), relating to the Interstate System, is amended by striking out ‘forty- -one 
thousand’, and inserting in lieu thereof ‘forty- eight thousand’,”’ 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘A bill to provide for assisting the States in the 
improvement and control of certain areas adjacent to the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways, and for other purposes.”’ 


[S. 3041, 85th Cong,, 2d Sess.] 


A BILL To provide for assisting the States in the improvement and control of certain areas adjacent to the 
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) It is hereby declared to be in the public 
interest to encourage and assist the States to regulate the use of and to improve 
areas adjacent to the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways for 
the purpose of safeguarding public travel, promoting interstate commerce, pro- 
tecting the public investment, and preserving scenic beauty and points or shrines 
of historical significance. 

(b) To facilitate the implementation of the objectives set forth in subsection (a) 
hereof, the Secretary of Commerce is directed to prepare and publish recom- 
mended standards for the regulation and control of the erection and maintenance 
of advertising signs, displays, or other advertising devices within or adjacent to 
the rights-of-way of such system. The recommended standards shall limit such 
signs, displays, or devices within six hundred and sixty feet of the rights-of-way 
of the system to— 

(1) official signs or notices that are required or authorized by law; 

(2) signs advertising the availability for sale or lease of the property on 
which they are located; 

(3) signs advertising activities being conducted upon the property on 
which they are located; and 

(4) signs determined to be in the interest of the traveling public an which, 
by reason of their location, frequency, or character, do not impair the safety 
of travel or interfere with enjoyment of the natural beauty of the area through 
which the highway passes, except that the total mileage of such system within 
any State, with respect to which an agreement as described in subsection (c) 
hereof has been executed and from which signs described in this clause are 
visible to the traveling public proceeding in any direction on said highway, 
shall not exceed 5 per centum of such mileage, exclusive of bridges and 
tunnels. 

(c) The Secretary of Commerce is authorized to enter into agreements with 
any State for the purpose of carrying out the policy established by this Act in 
connection with any projects, or parts of projects when approved by the Secre- 
tary, on such system. Any such agreement may include, among other things, 
provisions for preservation of natural beauty, prevention of erosion, landscaping, 
reforestation, development of viewpoints for scenic attractions that are accessible 
to the public without charge, and the erection of markers, signs, or plaques, and 
development of areas in appreciation of sites of historical significance. Any such 
agreement shall include provisions for regulation and control of the erection and 
maintenance of advertising signs, displays, and other advertising devices in 
conformity with the standards established in accordance with subsection (b). 
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Src. 2. The Secretary of Commerce shall carry out the objectives established 
by this Act by providing for the application of the standards established in 
accordance with this Act to federally owned or controlled lands on which the 
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways is located. He may make 
such arrangements with the agency having jurisdiction over such lands as may 
be necessary, and any Federal agency having jurisdiction over such lands is 
hereby directed to cooperate with the Secretary of Commerce for the purposes of 
this section. 

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding the last proviso of seetion 2 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), the Federal share payable on account of any 

roject, or parts of any project when approved by the Secretary, on the National 
Byeteen of Interstate and Defense Highways provided for by funds made available 
under the provisions of section 108 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, 
exclusive of main bridges and tunnels, shall be increased three-fourths of 1 per 
centum of the total cost hereof if an agreement, as provided for in subsection («) 
for the first section of this Act, is entered into for such project prior to July 1, 
1960, or prior to the end of the two-year period following the date of the execution 
of the project agreement between the Secretary of Commerce and the State for 
such project, whichever is later. 

Sec. 4. To promote the policy declared in subsection (a) of the first section of 
this Act, the right to control signs within six hundred and sixty feet of the rights- 
of-way of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways in conformity 
with the standards established in accordance with subsection (b) of the first 
section of this Act, shall be considered, under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1956, to be an interest in land which may be acquired for right-of-way or other 
purposes by the States: Provided, however, That not to exceed 3 per centum of the 
Federal share payable on account of any project when approved by the Secretary 
may be used for the acquisition of such interests in land for such purposes. 





[S. 3218, 85th Cong., 2d Sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, for 
the purpose of encouraging the control and improvement of areas adjacent to the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 122 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956 (70 Stat. 374) is renumbered section 123. 

Src. 2. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is amended by adding thereto a 
new section 122, as follows: 


“SEC, 122. AREAS ADJACENT TO THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM. 

“(a) NatronaL Poticy.—To promote the safety, convenience and enjoyment 
of public travel and the free flow of interstate commerce and to protect the public 
investment in the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, it is 
hereby declared to be in the public interest to encourage and assist the States to 
control the use of and to improve areas adjacent to the Interstate System by 
controlling the erection and maintenance of outdoor advertising signs, displays 
and devices adjacent to that system. It is hereby declared to be a national policy 
that the erection and maintenance of outdoor advertising signs, displays or devices 
within 600 feet of and visible from the main-traveled way of all portions of the 
Interstate System, outside of incorporated municipalities, located upon any 
right-of-way acquired for highway purposes subsequent to July 1, 1956, should be 
prohibited, except: 

(1) Directional or other official signs or notices that are required or 
authorized by law. 

(2) Signs advertising the sale or lease of the property upon which they 
are located. 

(3) Signs advertising activities being conducted upon the property on 
which such signs are located. 

(4) Signs erected or maintained upon land pursuant to specific authorizing 
State or local laws or regulations. 

‘“(b) AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary of Commerce is authorized to enter into 
agreements with State highway departments to carry out the national policy set 
forth in subsection (a) of this section. 

“(e) FepERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding the provisions of section 2 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), the Federal share payable on 
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account of any project on any section of the Interstate System to which the 
national policy set forth in subsection (a) of this section applies, provided for by 
funds authorized under the provisions of section 108 of this Act, shall be increased 
one per centum of the total cost thereof, if an agreement, as provided for in sub- 
section (b) of this section, is entered into prior to July 1, 1960: Provided, That 
such Federal share shall not include any costs incurred in carrying out any such 
agreement. 

‘“‘(d) Whenever any portion of the Interstate System is located upon or adjacent 
to any public lands or reservations of the United States, the Secretary of Com- 
merce may make such arrangements and enter into such agreements with the 
agency having jurisdiction over such lands or reservations as may be necessary 
to carry out the national policy set forth in subsection (a) of this section, and any 
such agency is hereby authorized and directed to cooperate fully with the Secretary 
of Commerce in this connection. 

‘“‘(e) The provisions of subsection (a) of section 109 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956 shall not be construed as granting authority to the Secretary of Com- 
merce to acquire lands or interests in lands to carry out the provisions of this 
section.” 


Senator Gore. Senator Bush? 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I have the honor to present this 
morning Mrs. Randolph C. Harrison, the president of the Garden 
Club of America. 

I should say that Mrs. Harrison, also is a very old friend of my 
family. She happens to be godmother of one of my children. I am 
very pleased. that my son’s godmother is taking such an active interest 
in such a very important aesthetic endeavor as trying to prevent the 
new Interstate System from becoming a billboard alley from coast to 
coast. 

Senator Gore. Wouldn’t you substitute that she is a very dear 
friend instead of a very old friend? [Laughter.] 

Senator Busu. I will accept the amendment very gladly. I appre- 
ciate the chairman’s sensitiveness on that point and in my interest. 

Before turning Mrs. Harrison over to you to present her testimony, 
I would like the consent of the committee to present in the record at 
this point an editorial from the Washington Post last week entitled, 
“Red Light on Billboards,” and also an editorial in the Hartford 
Conn., Courant of February 3, entitled ‘““The Continuing Battle Over 
the Billboards.”” And also one of January 17, from the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch entitled “The Billboard Fight Revived.” 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The editorials follows :) 


{Washington Post, Washington, D. C., March 1958] 
Rep Licur oN BILLBOARDS 


The State Legislatures in Maryland and Virginia are calling the bluff of the 
powerful billboard lobby. In Washington, the lobby has argued that billboard 
controls on the new Federal Interstate Highway System are a matter of States’ 
Rights. Well, in Richmond and Annapolis the signboard interests sang quite a 
different tune, but it was apparently not sweet or persuasive enough. The Mary- 
land General Assembly has passed for the first time a bill to ban signboards along 
State expressways and Interstate Highways. In Richmond, the Senate has 
approved a bill prohibiting billboards on the Interstate Highway System except 
within 1 mile of interchanges. 


22916—58——2 
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The Maryland bill is on the whole the better; it will fully protect such magnifi- 
cent roads as the Baltimore-Washington Parkway and the new Route 240 from 
ugly invasions of billboards. In Virginia, the senate bill must be accepted in the 
house, where a milder billboard ban has already passed. Meanwhile, Congress 
oy aT along, bemused and indifferent, letting the roadside interests hog 
the road. 





[Hartford Courant, February 3, 1958) 
Tue ConrTINUING BaTTLE OVER THE BILLBOARDS 


The last session of Congress was apparently exposed to heavy fire from outdoor 
advertisers over the question of billboard control along the new Federal highways. 
Those who would clutter the coming 41,000-mile Interstate System with signs 
won a temporary victory. For the Government-sponsored regulations never 
emerged from the Senate Public Works Committee. Thus the will of a smooth 
functioning, determined minority won out over the unorganized majority. It is 
safe to say that most Congressmen share the sentiments of 9 of 10 drivers—that 
new, 4-lane, limited-access highways are not improved by billboards. 

Several Senators have worked valiantly to restrain the billboards. Senator 
Bush for one, in a compromise move, would persuade the States to adopt their own 
regulations that satisfied the Secretary of Commerce. This last qualification is 
vital. If controls were left entirely to the States, even with Federal promises of 
more highway funds if such controls were enacted, the billboard forces will have 
triumphed. The persuasion they exert in Washington is magnified ten-fold in 
many State assemblies. 

The injection of States’ rights has naturally hardened resistance to Federal 
control. Senator Bush says he would rather assist the States than coerce them, 
a tactic that Senators Gore and Neuberger tried unsuccessfully in the last session. 
Some States already have effective billboard controls. Most do not. Thus, what- 
ever the bonus the Federal Government might offer to the States for their compli- 
ance, its acceptance is not assured. The country is not about to complain if the 
Government insists that aesthetic features of the land be preserved by keeping 
billboards back say, 500 feet from the right-of-way along this Interstate System. 


[St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 17, 1958] 
Tue BriLtuBoARD Ficut REVIVED 


Legislation to prevent defacement of our new highways by billboards has been 
revived in Congress with powerful new allies. 

The most powerful ally is President Eisenhower. In his budget message he 
recommended prompt enactment of laws to control roadside advertising along the 
41,000-mile Interstate Highway System, which is yet to be built. 

Now Senator Bush of Connecticut has introduced a bill to encourage State 
regulation of billboards within 660 feet of a highway right-of-way. The Federal 
Government would pay three-fourths of a 1 percent of allotted highway funds to 
States agreeing to do this according to Federal standards. 

This measure is similar to one now before the Senate Public Works Committee, 
which that committee defeated by a 7 to 6 vote last year. But the Bush bill does 
not contain the other measure’s impractical provision for adding 7,000 miles to 
the Interstate System. - 

Both of these bills are compromises between the earlier measures offered by 
Senator Neuberger, of Oregon, and by Secretary of Commerce Weeks. The 
Neuberger bill would have rewarded cooperating States by paying them 90 
percent of the cost of buying advertising rights along the roads. The admin- 
istration measure would have penalized noncooperating States by giving them 85 
percent instead of 90 percent of the cost of highway construction. 

In view of the rising highway costs, it might now make more sense to penalize 
than to reward. But billboard controls face a political struggle, and rewards 
are more profitable politically than punishment. 

So the issue is joined. enators Bush and Neuberger and their allies can 
expect an onslaught soon from the out-door-advertising interests who descended 
on Congress last year. Congressman Hale, of Maine, says the lobby has an- 
nounced plans for a $300,000 public-relations campaign to convince the public 
that, in Mr. Hale’s words “billboards are loved by all.” 
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The public will take some convineing. It is paying for the new highways 
which offer such lush advertising opportunities to the billboard lobby. if 
Congress does not enact reasonable controls soon, these new roads will be stream- 
ers of signboards and more of America the beautiful will be lost. Once the 
roads are built it will be too late to protect them. 

Senator Bus. Mr. Chairman, I take great pleasure in presenting 
the president of the Garden Club of America, Mrs. Randolph C. 
Harrison. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. RANDOLPH C. HARRISON, PRESIDENT, 
THE GARDEN CLUB OF AMERICA, GREENWICH, CONN. 


Mrs. Harrison. I am Mrs. Randolph C. Harrison, of Greenwich, 
Conn., president of the Garden Club of America. I greatly appreciate 
this opportunity to appear before your committee. 

The statement presented by the Garden Club of America at the 
hearings last March favored the passage of S. 963, the Neuberger 
bill, but urged that the bill be tightened so as to provide: 

1. That funds allocated to a State be withheld unless the State 
abides by the Federal standards adopted to prevent billboards. 

2. That funds allocated to a State may be used by the State to 
purchase any necessary easements. 

3. That the 500 feet restriction be increased to 750 feet on either 
side of the outer right-of-way boundary. 

1. The enactment of legislation which would result in providing 
service and food and restroom areas with rigid standards of quality 
and sanitation on these new Federal highways. 

We adhere to these recommendations and still advocate direct 
Federal control of signs. 

Of the bills currently under consideration, we prefer S. 3041, the 
Bush-Clark bill, for the following reasons: 

1. The increased restrictive footage afforded by measuring the 660 
foot restricted area from the right-of-way line rather than from the 
traveled portion of the pavement. 

2. The inclusion of authorization to States to acquire sign ease- 
ments with the proviso that no more than 3 percent of that State’s 
share of Federal funds, be used for said purpose. 

3. The authorization given the Secretary of Commerce to include 
in agreements with States provisions for preservation of natural 
beauty, prevention of erosion, landscaping, reforestation, develop- 
ment of viewpoints for scenic attractions, and the erection of markers, 
signs, or plaques and development of areas in appreciation of sites of 
historical significance. 

Concerning S. 3218, the Kuchel bill, we approve the provision 
increasing the bonus payment from three-fourth of 1 percent to 1 
percent to those States entering into agreements to protect the 
interstate highways in accordance with the standards set up in the 
bill. In this connection we urge the addition of a statute which 
would require the Secretary of Commerce to file a certificate stating 
compliance with adopted regulations before bonus payments were 
made to respective States. 

We object strongly to the proviso in S. 3218 exempting incorporated 
municipalities from adopted regulations as such an exemption would 
result in little protection in those States where many areas are under 
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some form of municipal control: For example, all the towns, villages, 
and counties in New York State are under municipal contro) and much 
of the State therefore would be excluded from adopted regulations. 

We reiterate the statement of the Honorable Robert E. Moses that: 

This great highway program will affect ovr entire economic structure. The 
appearance of the new arteries of travel and their adjacent areas will have a 
permanent imprint on our communities and people. They will constitute the 
framework within which we must live for generations to come. The importance 
of protecting them from ruination by uncontrolled roadside development cannot 
be overstated. 

Senator Kucuet (presiding). Mrs. Harrison, thank you very much 
for an excellent statement. A few questions come tomy mind. May 
I ask them? 

Mrs. Harrison. Yes, Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucue.. First of all, I think that your point No. 1 ought 
to be enthusiastically accepted by anyone who is interested in Federal 
legislation in this field. 

On your point No. 2, where you suggest that the Federal Govern- 
ment allocate moneys to the State for the purchase of necessary ease- 
ments, do you not, however, agree that if a given State wishes to con- 
trol billboards or outdoor advertising i in accordance with agreed na- 
tional policy, by exercising so-called zoning laws, that you would 
approve that method of activity by each State? 

Mrs. Harrison. I don’t think I am qualified to answer that. 

Is Mr. Dougherty here? Wilt you answer that, Mr. Dougherty? 

Mr. Dovcuerry. I will answer the question submitted to Mrs. 
Harrison which, as I understand it, is: Does she approve of the method 
of controlling signs by zoning in States. The answer is ‘‘Yes, she does.” 
But that doesn’t mean, Senator, that she doesn’t approve of Federal 
control of signs along these federally sponsored highways. 

Senator Kucuer. Will you repeat the last sentence? 

Mr. Dovauerrty. I think Mrs. Harrison also approves direct Fed- 
eral control, if it can be obtained, of billboards along these federally 
sponsored highways. In other words, the Interstate System. 

Mrs. Harrison. Senator Kuchel, I didn’t understand your question 
entirely. Each State has such different State laws that we feel that 
the billboards on the Federal Highway System should be controlled 
by Federal law. 

Senator Kucnet. You would advocate legislation, at least in the 
alternative, that the Federal Government, by law, control the use to 
which property might be used alongside of the Federal Interstate 
Highway System? 

Mrs. Harrison. That’s right. 

Senator Kucne.. With respect to your point No. 3, I must honestly 
say that whether any legislation by this Congress would have a 
500-foot so-called restriction in its policy statement, or 600, or 750, 
would, to my mind, rest in great part in the recommendations which 
the Bureau of Public Roads might make concerning that. There is 
no particular magic in any one figure. 

Mrs. Harrison. We want the greatest space between the roads 
and the signs that we can possibly have. 

Senator Kucnen. With respect to point 4, when you say, ‘The 
enactment of legislation which would result in providing service and 
food and restroom areas with rigid standards of quality and sanitation 


CONTROL OF ADVERTISING ON INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 








CONTROL OF ADVERTISING ON INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 9 


on these new Federal highways,’ are you thinking there, Mrs. Har- 
rison, of the enactment of Federal legislation or State legislation? 

Mrs. Harrison. We felt we would like all these roads to be con- 
trolled by some legislation to have the proper kind of rest places and 
restaurants on them. We approve Federal legislation. If that is not 
possible on all of them, we hope the States will do it. In other words, 
States will have different legislation. Each one will have different 
standards, probably. We want the standard very high. 

Senator Kucnsi. Senator Bush’s bill has the 660-foot restriction 
in it which you cover at the bottom of page 1 of your statement. At 
the top of page 2, your second recommendation is that not more than 
3 percent of the States share of Federal funds be used to acquire sign 
easements. Mrs. Harrison, is your thought that the 3-percent figure 
is a part of the money apportioned to each State for construction 
purposes, or would it be in addition to that which would presently be 
apportioned? 

Mrs. Harrison. It would be part of the money, not in addition, 

Senator Kucuse.. I must say I have no reason to disagree with 
your point 5. 

In your subsequent comments on legislation which I have intro- 
duced, you suggest that legislation be provided to require the Secretary 
of Commerce to file a certiiicate stating compliance with the adopted 
regulations before bonus payments were to be made to respective 
States. 

| think everyone who is interested in this legislation would desire 
the Department of Commerce to have the authority to determine 
whether there were good-faith compliance or not by any given State. 
If I am correct in that statement, then the manner in which the De- 
partment of Commerce will indicate publicly that a State had, in 
good faith, entered into an agreement and carried it out, 1 suppose 
would not be controlling, so long as the Department of Commerce 
did have the responsibility of determining whether there was compli- 
ance or not. Would you not agree with that? 

Mrs. Harrison. Yes. 

Senator Kucuex. With respect to the provisions of my bill exempt- 
ing incorporated municipalities, and the comments you make, I must 
say that | would want to see my legislation, if the committee were to 
consider it, changed with respect to that phrase that I used. 

First of all, there are States in America whose constitutions provide 
for so-called home rule. In those constitutions—and my State would 
be an example—local communities may be tormed by people and cities 
thereafter established by law. In those home-rule States those cities 
have the exclusive jurisdiction to determine the use to which private 
property may be put. So that it would be impossible, under a home- 
rule State constitution, for the State to enter into an agreement with 
the Federal Government with respect to the manner in which prop- 
erty adjacent to highways within each city might be used. In other 
words, the State legisiature in the home-rule State would have author- 
ity over all the geographical area within that State except such as 
might be within the contines of the home-rule cities. ‘l‘hat is the 
reason that i raised this question of incorporated municipalities. 

I think that there are different probiems with respect to Kastern 
States where cities and villages are 1ormed, but which still are subject 
to the laws o1 the State iezisiature. So that if you were able to see 
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the reasoning on which I tried to take care of the home-rule State 
proposition, then I think as a matter of principle the language in my 
bill might be changed to recognize on the one hand the problems of 
home-rule State municipalities, and the problem on the other hand 
that those municipalities or villages which remain under their con- 
stitution subject to the laws which their State legislatures would enact. 

Thank you very much, Mrs. Harrison. 

Mrs. Harrison. Would it be possible for another member of our 
association to speak at this time? She has just a short statement to 
make. I didn’t know she was going to be here this morning. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF LOUISE TOMPKINS PARKER, REPRESENTING THE 
CONSERVATION COMMITTEES OF FOUR AREA GARDEN CLUBS 


Mrs. Parker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Louise Tompkins Parker. I represent the conservation 
committees of four area garden clubs who, because of their dedicated 
interest in roadside protection, are jointly presenting an exhibit at 
the National Capital Flower Show. 

We here submit to you for inclusion in the record the signatures of 
approximately 4,000 people who, since Thursday of last week, have 
signed a statement urging the enactment of legislation controlling the 
use of outdoor advertising on the proposed 41,000 miles of highway 
soon to be constructed. The statement reads: 

We, the urdersigned, urge the passage of a Federal law to control outdoor 
advertising along the new 41,000-mile Interstate Highway System, in order that 
drivers may not be distracted by billboards and that this great Highway System 
be saved from becoming a billboard canyon. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to state there was no pressure put on 
these citizens to sign this statement, nor was urging needed. We have 
at the flower show in a special-exhibits area of the National Capital 
League section, a space 9 by 10 feet in which we have pictures of 
highways without billboards and an equal number of pictures of roads 
with billboards. We ask the passerby if he wishes America’s new 
highway network to have billboard-free highways or billboard-clut- 
tered highways. This list of 4,000 plus names and addresses is their 
enthusiastic answer. 

While a handful of people said they didn’t care as they did not 
drive the highways and hadn’t given the matter any thought, I would 
like to add that the only reports I received of anyone’s expressing a 
firmly contrasting opinion were 3—2 from individuals who were 
connected with the outdoor-advertising industry, the third from a 
man whose son-in-law is a sign painter. 

This list is comprised of citizens of 34 States and the District of 
Columbia. Mr. Chairman, I submit this to you because we believe 
this to be a very real cross section of how the citizens of our United 
States feel about this situation. 

I should also like to add that of the many who signed this state- 
ment, almost everyone expressed warm enthusiasm for our efforts on 
belialf of safer, more beautiful highways for us and the citizens of 
tomorrow. 

Senator Kucnext. Thank you very much, Mrs. Parker. 
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The next witness will be Secretary Rothschild of the Department 
of Commerce, who will present the views of the Department and the 
Administrator. 

Mr. Secretary? 


STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY 
OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
we welcome this opportunity to appear before you again to urge the 
enactment of legislation for the control of outdoor advertising along 
the Interstate System. I would like to emphasize that this adminis- 
tration for over a year has actively sought legislation to accomplish 
this objective. 

You will remember that, when the Secretary of Commerce appeared 
before your subcommittee on January 7, 1957, he pointed out that 
there was widespread feeling throughout the country that advertising 
adjacent to the Interstate System should be restricted in order to 
preserve the beauty and pleasing character of the natural landscape 
and in the interest of highway safety. On March 18, 1957, the 
Secretary submitted to the Congress a draft bill designed to accom- 
plish this objective, which was in accord with the program of the 
President. On the same day the Secretary appeared before this 
subcommittee to explain the bill and urge its enactment. 

The draft bill would have provided an incerti: ¢ for application by 
the individual States of a national policy to co trol advertising ad- 
jacent to the Interstate System by withholding 5 percent of the 
Federal share payable on account of any project until the State 
agreed to carry out such national policy. 

We are convinced that this bill would accomplish the desired 
objective more effectively and more economically than bills increasing 
the Federal share of the cost of the Interstate System. Increasing 
the Federal share of the Interstate System as an incentive to the 
States would, to the extent Federal funds are disbursed for that 
purpose, reduce the amount available for actual highway construc- 
tion—and this at a time when the estimated receipts of the highway 
trust fund are such that the full amounts authorized to be appro- 
priated for the Interstate System cannot be apportioned to the States. 
while the estimated cost of completing the Interstate System has 
increased substantially. It should also be borne in mind that the 
States have an interest and obligation with respect to the Interstate 
System. The construction and maintenance of all Federal-aid high- 
ways, by tradition and by law, must be accomplished. in accordance 
with State laws. It would seem that promoting the safety, efficiency 
and enjoyment of the Interstate System is a responsibility which 
should be borne by the States without the incentive of an additional 


monetary reward. If, however, the Congress determines that increas- 
ing the Federal] share of constructing the Interstate System is the best 
and most desirable method of encouraging the States to imple ent 
the national policy, we would not object to the enactment of such 
legislation. 
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While we would not object to the enactment of such legislation, 
we think that S. 3041 goes much too far in this direction. We also 
believe that the purpose to be accomplished by the 1 percent provided 
in S. 3218 could be accomplished as effectively by three-quarters of 
1 percent. 

All of the bills—the committee print of S. 963, S. 3041, and 8. 3218— 
contain a clear and definite statement of national policy with respect 
to the control of outdoor advertising adjacent to the Interstate System, 
and leave the implementation of that policy in the hands of the States. 
We believe that this is the proper approach. 

We recognize that any national policy of controlling advertising 
adjacent to the Interstate System must provide for certain exceptions, 
and the bills before you provide for exceptions, three of which are 
common to all of the bills and are necessary and desirable. We feel, 
however, that the exceptions should be sufficiently clear and definite 
to avoid insurmountable administrative difficulties, and should not 
be so broad as to defeat the objectives of the national policy. The 
fourth exception to the national policy set forth in both 5S. 963 (com- 
mittee print) and S. 3041, which are substantially the same, would 
present extremely difficult administrative and enforcement problems, 
and would be the source of endless controversy. The fourth exception 
contained in S. 3218 is so broad that we feel it could result in ineffective 
implementation of the national policy of controlling advertising, not- 
withstanding the payment of an increased Federal share. 

We feel also that the national policy should be applied upon a 
statewide basis rather than a project-by-project basis. If a separate 
agreement is to be entered into with respect to the control of adver- 
tising upon each separate project on the Interstate System, effective 
advertising control will, to a great extent, be lost, and the objectives 
of the national policy would not be accomplished. S. 963 (committee 
print) and S. 3041 both provide for implementation of the national 
policy upon a project-by-project basis. 5. 3218 would permit a single 
agreement applying the national policy to all of the Interstate System 
mileage within a State. 

We believe that S. 3218 will be the most appropriate and effective 
bill, if certain amendments are made. As it is presently written, this 
bill would make the national policy of controlling advertising appli- 
cable to all portions of the Interstate System, outside of incorporated 
municipalities, which are located upon any rights-of-way acquired 
since July 1, 1956. Generally speaking, this would mean that por- 
tions of the Interstate System constructed upon any new right-of-way 
would be subject to advertising control while portions entirely upon 
old locations would not. While this would not produce completely 
uniform results, it would eliminate uncontrolled advertising adjacent 
to the major part of the Interstate System, since it is estimated that 
approximately 75 percent of the system will be constructed upon new 
locations. 

S. 3218 would make the national policy inapplicable to sections of 
the Interstate System within incorporated municipalities. The term 
‘Gncorporated municipalities’? would not have uniform applications 
in all States, because of the many different local governmental sub- 
divisions existing in the various States, which may or may not be in- 
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corporated. This fact, coupled with the extremely broad exception 
permitted in favor of signs erected pursuant to authorizing State or 
local laws would, in our opinion, defeat proper application of the 
national policy. 

In order to avoid this difficulty it is recommended that the phrase 
“outside of incorporated municipalities’ and the fourth exception be 
deleted, and that a new sentence be added to subsection (b), pertaining 
to agreements between the States and the Secretary of Commerce, 
as follows: 

Such agreement may, within the discretion of the Secretary of Commerce 
provide for excluding from application of the national policy, sections of the 
Interstate System which traverse incorporated cities or other areas wherein the 
use of real property adjacent to the Interstate System is subject to local regulation 
or control. 

We would also suggest that S. 3218 be modified in another respect. 
The bill should be amended so as to make it clear that agreements 
between the Secretary of Commerce and each State highway depart- 
ment would implement the national policy on a statewide basis. 

We believe that under all the circumstances the administration 
bill offers the most equitable and most effective way of controlling 
advertising along the Interstate System. However, the administra- 
tion recognizes that it is of primary importance that legislation be 
enacted to accomplish this result. 

Senator Kucue.. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, for a very 
constructive statement, 

With respect to your comments on page 4, at the end of the first 
paragraph, I would want, frankly, to say that the intention with which 
S. 3218 was drawn was to provide an incentive for control of outdoor 
advertising not alone on the 75 percent of the 41,000-mile highways 
system which will represent completely new routes, but also that 
part of the remaining 25 percent of the system where States would be 
required to purchase additional rights-of-way in order to bring that 

, portion of the Interstate System up to the standards of the Depart- 
ment and the Bureau of Roads. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We understood that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kucne.. | wish to say, also, that your suggestion with 
respect to change in incorporated municipalities is one which I accept 
completely in principle and, therefore, I think if the committee were 
to consider my bill I would accept that as a principle for more precise 
verbiage to carry out that principle. 

Thirdly, I think the fourth exception to my legislation is not in 
keeping with the intention that we in my oflice drafted it. I would 
be quite willing to have that changed to bring it in accordance with 
the recommendation you have made. 

And certainly your last recommendation on page 5 is one that I 
would have no hesitation in accepting. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Rornuscuiup. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. The acting chairman intends to expedite the 
hearings as much as possible. We have a fairly long list of witnesses. 
I shall now call the next witness, Mr. Robert W. Cornelison, of the 
New Jersey Roadside Council, 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. CORNELISON, REPRESENTING THE 
NEW JERSEY ROADSIDE COUNCIL 


Mr. Cornetison. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I want to thank the committee for permission to appear before you 
today in behalf of Federal legislation to control billboards along the 
new Federal highways. I represent the New Jersey Roadside Coun- 
cil which for more than 25 years has been struggling with this problem 
of highway beautification and safety. 

It seems to us that any legislation which is adopted must satisfy 
the main objectives of our organization and all the organizations that 
are so deeply interested in this problem of highway control. Any 
legislation must provide for the utmost in safety, elimination of high- 
way hazards, and also conformance to standards of beautification and 
the preservation of the scenic beauties of our country, and it must 
provide for incentives to the States to cooperate with the Federal 
Government in its control of the new highways. 

Therefore, we are very much in favor of certain provisions of the 
Bush bill which would require that billboards and signs be eliminated 
from the roadsides to the limit of at least 660 feet, and we would like 
to specify that that means from the edge of the right-of-way, rather 
than the edge of the pavement. 

Also, we feel that it would be advisable to offer the States an 
additional incentive of 1 percent rather than three-quarters of 1 
percent as one of the bills allows. 

We are deeply concerned that any provisions that the bill in toto 
should be both workable and likely to be adopted by the Congress to 
appeal to a majority of the Members of the Senate and of the House. 
With these provisos we want, in general, to emphasize the responsi- 
bility of the Federal Government in aiding and abetting the States 
in their control of the highways and the roadsides. This is our 
position, and we would be willing and glad to endorse a bill which 
would encompass all these objectives. 

That is the aim of the New Jersey Roadside Council for whom I 
speak. 

Senator Kucuet. It is a very fair and a very constructive state- 
ment. Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Carl Shoemaker, of the National Council of State Garden 
Clubs. 

Mr. Cauutson. Mr. Chairman, I am Charles Callison. I was in 
touch with Mrs. Shoemaker this morning. She had to go to the 
dentist and she asked me to request of you that she be given an 
opportunity to present a brief statement in behalf of the National 
Council of State Garden Clubs when she gets here sometime before 
12 o’clock. 

Senator Kucuet. Bring that to my attention when she arrives. 

Mr. Cauuison. I will do that. 

Senator Kucnext. Mr. Richard Westwood, American Nature Asso- 
ciation. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. WESTWOOD, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
NATURE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Westwoop. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is 
Richard W. Westwood. I am president of the American Nature 
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Association, a conservation organization with headquarters at 1214 
16th Street NW., Washington 6, D.C. For the 30 years we have been 
actively concerned with the problem of controlling outdoor advertising 
on the rural mileage of our highways. I am also the volunteer secretary 
of the National Roadside Committee. 

With respect to the 3 bills under consideration by your committee 
may I say, speaking for the American Nature Association, that we 
regard all 3 as containing provisions that will assure effective control. 

In view of this, and taking your bill, S. 3218, as a base, we urge 
that subsection (a), under section 122, be amended by substituting 
“660” for “600”, inserting “the outside edge of the right-of-way” and 
striking out the phrase “outside of incorporated municipalities,”’. 
That is a subject that you have gone into, sir. It is recognized as a 
problem and | won’t belabor that any further. 

The second sentence of this subsection would then read: 

It is hereby declared to be a national policy that the erection and maintenance 
of outdoor advertising signs, displays or devices within 660 feet of the outside 
edge of the right-of-way and visible from the main traveled way of all portions of 
the Interstate System, located upon any right-of-way acquired for highway pur- 
poses subsequent to July 1, 1956, should be prohibited, except ete. 

We believe that the setback of 660 feet minimum is demonstrated 
as more satisfactory than a lesser setback, and that it should be from 
the edge of the right-of-way. The provision with respect to incor- 
porated municipalities would operate, as is recognized in many States, 
to provide no control whatsoever since every square inch of such 
States is within the boundaries of some incorporated municipality, or 
its legal equivalent. , 

We further believe that subsection 4 under subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 122 should be stricken as ambiguous, and that subsections 4 in 
S. 3041 or S. 963 are equally ambiguous and should be eliminated or 
clarified. 

We urge that a new section be added to the bill, following the 
exceptions, to provide that: 

To carry out the national policy the Secretary of Commerce is directed to 
prepare and publish recommended standards for the regulation and control of 
the erection of advertising signs, displays, or other advertising devices within or 
adjacent to the rights-of-way of the Interstate System and to determine com- 
pliance. 

We further urge that subsection (b) entitled ‘Agreements’ be 
expanded by adding a second sentence reading: 

Any such agreements may include, among other things, provisions for preser- 
vation of natural beauty, prevention of erosion, landscaping, reforestation, 
development of viewpoints for scenic attractions that are accessible to the public 
without charge, and the erection of markers, signs, or plaques, and development 
of areas in appreciation of historical significance. 

The contention may be advanced that such considerations are 
implicit in the bill. We do not believe this is entirely true, or safely 
to be assumed in the long run. Furthermore, inclusion of such a 
provision would be an incentive to apply provisions of existing laws 
in the interests of reforestation, erosion control, and other conservation 


measures. 

Finally we would recommend the substitution, in 8. 3218, in place of 
subsection (e) of section 4 of S. 3041, which would permit acquisition 
of land through easements or otherwise to carry out the policy of the 
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act, provided that the Federal share of the amount payable of account 
of any project, when approved by the Secretary, should not exceed 
3 percent. 

Senator Kucuev. On that recommendation you make, do vou 
also agree that the 3 percent that you speak of should be a part of the 
apportionment which otherwise would be made to each State? 

Mr. Westrwoop. Yes. 

It is our belief that, with these changes, S. 3218 would provide 
real incentive to quick State action and would go a long way toward 
achieving the control sought in this enabling act. We earnestly 
solicit the committee’s serious consideration of these proposals. 

Senator Kucae.. Some of the recommendations you have made I 
have commented on this morning. For example, there is a problem 
with respect to the so-called home-rule States. 

Mr. Westwoop. I am well acquainted with the zoning situation in 
California. 

Senator Kucuen. I think we have very good legislation on the 
subject. 

Mr. Westwoop. I do too, if it were general. 

Senator Kucnet. For that reason I hesitate with respect to the 
so-called section 4 of my bill. I believe that all reference to local 
regulation should be eliminated as the first step in clarification. 

Mr. Westwoop. I quite agree. 

Senator Kucnen. Thank you very much, Mr. Westwood. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JUSTUS DUVE, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN, 
FEDERATED GARDEN CLUBS OF MARYLAND 


Mrs. Duvé. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure and a very happy 
experience for me to be here this morning. I am legislative chairman 
of the Federated Garden Clubs of Maryland. We are very proud 
and happy over the overwhelming vote in both the house of de legates 
and the senate of Maryland Legislature banning outdoor advertising 
within 600 feet of the right-of- -way of controlled access arterial high- 
ways and expressways within the State of Maryland. We feel that 
this definitely provides for the safety, health, and welfare of our 
citizens of no billboards, signs, or advertising structures within that 
area. 

We definitely have been influenced and feel that our State legisls ature 
was influenced by the provision in S. 3218, that would give Maryland 
over $8 million for their new roads. Therefore, we earnestly urge 
that the strongest legislation possible be favorably considered by this 
committee and to ple: ase do everything within their power to promote 
the enactment of some Federal legislation to safeguard our Interstate 
Highway System which will control and protect the Interstate System 
from outdoor advertising along the adjacent 609 feet right-of-way. 
This is the opinion of the Federated Garden Clubs of Maryland. 

Senator Kucnext. Thank you very much, Mrs. Duvé. 

Our next witness is Mrs. Vance Hood, the National Roadside 
Committee. 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. VANCE HOOD, REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL ROADSIDE COMMITTEE 


Mrs. Hoop. Senator Kuchel, I wish to thank you for the opportu- 
nity of speaking. I am Mrs. Vance Hood, of the National Roadside 
Committee. The National Roadside Committee is a volunteer 
committee of individuals seeking the restriction of billboard adver- 
tising on the new Interstate Highway System. Their names are 
included with this statement. While these individuals are leaders in 
many groups similarly interested, the committee does not speak for 
these groups. You will hear from several of them in their official 
capacities--and you have already heard from some of them—during 
this hearing. 

The National Roadside Committee serves as a clearinghouse of 
information and as a means to achieve the distribution of educational 
material. The committee stands very strongly for the principle of 
billboard restriction in the interests of safe and pleasurable travel on 
these highways and the protection of the public investment in them. 

In our quest for clarification of some of the provisions of the pending 
bills, we have found their sponsors cooperative and sympathetic to 
suggested changes. 

I should like to say at this point that I am very appreciative of the 
time that Senator Kuchel and his staff have given in the past 2 weeks 
to this problem with us. Their willingness to meet differing views, 
leads us to believe that the Subcommittee on Public Roads can and 
will give its approval to a bill which will express the best intent of the 
three bills under consideration, S. 963, S. 3041, and S. 3218, in the 
most effective way. 

I should like the privilege, if I may, of submitting a statement to 
be recorded in the proceedings of this meeting, from a Mr. Hugh 
Pomeroy, a very eminent planner in the United States, and I feel his 
contribution will be of great assistance to the consideration of the 
committee. May I have that privilege? 

Senator Kucuet. It will be received and made a part of the record. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HuaGu S. Pomeroy, RESIDENT OF CROoTON-oN-HupbsoNn, N. Y. 


My name is Hugh 8S. Pomeroy. I am a resident of Croton-on-Hudson, N. Y. 
I am appearing here solely as an individual and not as representing any organiza- 
tion or group. I have been engaged in planning for the past 35 years, beginning 
with the directorship of the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission. 

For the past 12 years I have been director of the Westchester County, N. Y., 
department of planning. During the intervening period, I was, among other 
things, director of the Virginia State planning board, national field representative 
of the American Society of Planning Officials and executive director of the 
National Association of Housing Officials. 

I am a past president of the American Institute of Planners. I am now chair- 
man of the National Industrial Zoning Committee, a group of representatives of 
eight national organizations concerned with industrial development. I am, also, 
a member of a joint committee of the American Institute of Planners and the 
Outdoor Advertising Association of America that has been endeavoring to formu- 
late acceptable basic principles for the regulation of outdoor advertising. I 
report these past and present activities as a matter of identification, only. Iam 
presenting this statement as an individual. 
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I wish to outline two points in support of Federal legislation having the effect 
of restricting outdoor advertising adjacent to the thoroughfares of the Interstate 
System. 

The first point is that what is done along the margins of any thoroughfare and 
that exists primarily because of the thoroughfare is inextricably involved in the 
functioning of that thoroughfare. The relationship is most intimate with respect 
to activities from which there is direct traffic access to the thoroughfare. 

There can now be no question as to the necessity of building the Interstate 
System with no direct traffic access to the roadways from adjacent land use. So 
universal is the acceptance of this principle that it is almost startling to realize 
that it is virtually a new concept. So recent has been the emergence of the no- 
access turnpike or expressway that it is still somewhat of a novelty. 

The construction of the routes of the Interstate System with no direct access 
to the roadways covers part of the problem. There is another kind of access and 
another kind of marginal use that is involved in the functioning of thoroughfares. 
This access is visual access and the use is outdoor advertising. This is a use that 
has no relation to the use of adjacent land, other than as a vantage point. It 
could accomplish its purpose as well if it were suspended from balloons, It is not 
essentially a use of land at all, but of the thoroughfare itself—a fact that could 
no better be illustrated than by asking what the result would be if the signs were 
turned around to face in the opposite direction. 

Outdoor advertising is properly considered to be a business type of use. But it 
is aunique one. Not only is it not like every other business use, it is not like any 
other business use. It exists not as a normal use of land but only by means of a 
seizure of view. Every sound principle of zoning or other application of the power 
of public regulation requires that outdoor advertising be treated as a unique use 
and be regulated in a manner appropriate to its unique characteristics. 

Zoning is a community type of regulation, concerned with various districts in a 
community land-use pattern. It must, of course, take account of outdoor adver- 
tising insofar as outdoor advertising is a part of the community composite. But 
outdoor advertising adjacent to a thoroughfare of turnpike or expressway character 
is no longer primarily a part of the community composite. It has become appur- 
tenant to the thoroughfare. 

Just as the thorouchfare itself is nc longer a series of local roads laid end to end, 
so do the marginal features that cling to the thorourhfare cease to be successive 
elements of the communities throuzh which the thorou zhfare passes. There being 
no direct vehicular access to a thoroughfare of the Interstate System, ‘th 1e thorough- 
fare exists apart from the normal uses of adjacent land (whatever influence, usu- 
ally great, it may have on the composite patterns of land use of the communities 
along the route). Outdoor advertising alone does not follow the pattern. It is 
not a part of the community except by adventitious location therein. It has 
fastened itself to the thoroughfare and its regulation cannot be considered apart 
from the joint responsibility of locating, planning, designing, constructing, and 
protecting the thorouchfare. 

It is in the protecting of the thoroughfare and its use that the regulation of 
outdoor advertising is a necessity. So widespread is the recognition of the need 
for regulating outdoor advertising that there is no reason for reiterating here the 
the considerations of safety, of pleasantness of travel, of the highway traveler’s 
right to be free from the forcible seizure of his attention, and various other public 
concerns that have produced the recognition. In fact, so compelling is this 
public recognition that the outdoor advertising industry rarely regards it as good 
strategy to attack it directly. The strategy generally consists of fabricating 
delusive sophistries on the generalities of States’ rights; of fighting Federal 
legislation on the subject with the claim that the responsibility should be that 
of the States, while using every effort to avert State legislation; of urging that 
the subject be handled through local zoning while seeking State legislation that 
dictate to municipalities a “special privilege’? position for outdoor advertising 
never accorded to or sought on behalf of any other type of land use. 

This first point virtually makes the second, which is that the very establishment 
of the Interstate System made it not only appropriate but necessary that the 
Federal Government take legislative action to bring about effective regulation of 
outdoor advertising along the routes of the system. 

The Federal interest that led to the establishment of the system would have 
been ideal if it had stopped with so doing. Implementation required financing, 
but more than financing alone. It was necessary, also, to provide for the applica- 
tion of standards of design and construction that will assure that the desired 
result will be achieved. The establishment of such standards, having the effect 
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of controlling how the various States shall build the routes of the Interstate 
System, cannot by any possible distortion of the imagination be regarded as an 
invasion of States rights. Furthermore, the formulation of such standards 
could not be fractionized among the States nor could their application be left op- 
tional with the States. The same considerations apply to the intimate subject 
of adequately protecting the routes of the Interstate System through the regulation 
of outdoor advertising. 

Actually, the proposals now under consideration do not extend to the full 
application of this principle. They would not impose Federal requirements. 
They would merely encourage the States to take steps in furtherance of the 
national interest. Here, indeed, is a final answer to any who may be concerned 
about a possible invasion of States rights in the matter. 

This statement has not dealt at all with what might be included in appropriate 
regulations, nor with the obvious fact that we have been talking about outdoor 
advertising as a separate use and not about business signs, directional signs, 
historical markers, et cetera. These are details as are certain administrative 
problems. The important things to recognize are that the regulation of outdoor 
advertising along the routes of the Interstate System is inextricably bound up 
in the building and protection of the system and that there is a compelling national 
interest calling for Federal action to bring about or encourage such legislation. 


Mrs. Hoop. I also have a telegram from the California Roadside 
Council. I should like to have the representative from the California 
Roadside Council read this herself. She was flying in to do so, but 
she is not in vet. May I hold it and have it read at a later time if 
she comes in and can do it herself? 

Senator Kucnen. Yes. We will be happy to have the California 
representative read it as you suggest. 

Mrs. Hoop. Thank you. 

Senator Kucne.. The next witness is Adm. Neill Phillips of the 
Audubon Society. 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. NEILL PHILLIPS, UNITED STATES 
NAVY (RETIRED), REPRESENTING THE AUDUBON SOCIETY OF 


THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Putuures. Mr. Chairman, my name is Neill Phillips and I live 
at 3053 P Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

[ am here to represent the Audubon Society of the District of 
Columbia—about 1,000 members in the W. ashington area, with mem- 
bers coming originally from all over the United States of America— 
and the Genrsetow n Citizens Association. I have also been asked to 
speak for the American White Water Affiliation, a national organiza- 
tion of canoe and boat sportsmen; and for the Women’s National 
Farm and Garden Association, approximately 8,000 members; and 
for the Garden Club of Virginia, and for the Tieuatiters of the United 
States Army, District of ( ‘olumbia ( ‘hapter ; and also for Mr, Neill, 
the Renortaten Clubs of Virginia for Roadside Development. 

We are strongly in favor of a Federal law to control billboards and 
advertising Hs and the new interstate highway network. I shall not 
try to discuss the reasons for our stand: Safety, appearance, relief 
from nerve strain, the protection for posterity of the appearance of 
our beautiful country. These were all expr essed in detail at the long 
hes arings held before this committee in the spring of 1957, and are on 
recorc 


With your permission I should like to make remarks on the details 
of the various bills now before your committee: S. 963, the Neuberger 


bill: S. 3218, the Kuchel bill: and S. 3041, the Bush-C lark bill. 
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The organizations for which I speak feel that these are all good 
bills as a whole. We feel that they should be combined and synthe- 
sized, if that is the word, into one bill which this committee will report 
favorably to the Senate and which will inc lude, or clarify, the following 
points: 

(1) The area to be regulated: As the bills are now worded: 

S. 963 (Neuberger) says ‘‘within 660 feet of paved surface of main 
traveled roadway.” 

S. 3218 (Kuchel) says ‘“‘within 600 feet beginning at the outer edge 
of the pavement.”’ 

S. 3041 (Bush-Clark) says ‘“‘within 660 feet beginning at the outer 
edge of the right-of-way.”’ 

We feel that the provisions of S. 3041 (Bush-Clark) are the most 
definite of the above and should be adopted. 

(2) Federal increased cost paid to States that comply: 

5. 963 says that increase shall be three-fourths of 1 percent. 

S. 3218 says 1 percent, but prohibits funds being used for acquisition 
of abutting interests. 

5. 3041 says three-fourths of 1 percent, and further provides that 
Federal funds up to 3 percent may be used for acquisition of abutting 
interests. 

We believe that the Federal share should be 1 percent as provided in 
the Kuchel bill, in order to strengthen the inducement. We also 
believe that the provision of the Bush-Clark bill should be included 
allowing 3 percent of Federal funds to be used for acquiring abutting 
interests. This will be necessary in some cases to carry out billboard 
control. I believe this was shown to be the case as described by Mr. 
Bertram Tallamy in the matter of keeping the New York State Free- 
way clear of billboards. That is when he testified here last vear. 

(3) Section 101 (c) of S. 963 (Neuberger) and a similar section of 
S. 3041 (Bush-Clark) permit Federal-State agreements to provide 
for ‘‘* * * preservation of natural beauty, prevention of erosion, 
landscaping, reforestration’ ’ et cetera. We believe it very important 
that such provisions be retained, both as a policy guide and also be- 
cause these provisions will allow the Forest Service “Soil Conservation 
Service, et cetera, to take part in improving and preserving the high- 
way environment. 

Exceptions allowed: 5S. 963 (Neuberger) and S. 3041 (Bush-Clark) 
say that signs determined to be in the public interest shall be not 
more than 5 percent of the highway mileage. This is based on a 
desirable factor but is, we believe, rather loosely worded. S. 3218 
(Kuchel) in section 122 provides for billboard control only outside of 
incorporated municipalities and further permits signs to be erected 
pursuant to State and local regulations. These provisions of the 
Kuchel bill could be construed so as to defeat the purpose of the act. 
In some States the municipalities or townships extend for miles into 
rural areas. Signs pursuant to local or State laws or regulations 
could also lead to grave abuse or actual nullification of the intent of 
the bill. 

In view of the above, we feel that the provisions for exceptions 
should be revised to provide that the Secretary of Commerce, in co- 
operation with the State highway depar tments, develop standards for 
allowable signs and, particularly, that the Secretary of Commerce be 
authorized ‘to determine whether a State has complied with the 
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national policy in roadside protection so as to be eligible for the 
Federal-bonus provision. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I should like to emphasize that the pro- 
posed Interstate Highway network is also by the terms of the law a 
defense highway. As one who has spent an entire career in the 
United States military service I should like to bring to your attention 
the folly—and I believe that is the word—of constructing a defense 
highway and then permitting it to become a 41,000-mile canvon of 
inflammable and splinterable billboard material. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore (presiding). Thank you very much. 

Senator Kuchel? 

Senator Kucnrei. Admiral, as I tried to indicate, I think, in dealing 
with the so-called section (4) of my bill 1 would want to eliminate 
reference to local regulation. Assuming, therefore, that that were 
done, here is a practical problem which | believe this committee must 
face. If home-rule State A, by its constitution, delegates police power 
to incorporated cities, then that State would be unable to enter into 
agreement with the Federal Government to apply the national policy 
over all the geographical area within its borders. It could not con- 
stitutionally do so. 

That prompted me to want language which would eliminate from 
the national policy those areas which by their State constitutions, do 
have sole jurisdiction and control. Under those circumstances if the 
exception (4) were revised to eliminate all reference to local regulation, 
would your objection still lie? 

Mr. Puruips. No, sir; it would not. Except one thing: Would you 
clarify, instead of saying ‘‘within municipalities’? state ‘‘within the 
home-rule areas’? as you have explained so clearly here. I did not 
understand it before until you explained it. 

Senator Kucue. I would want that done. It would be a problem 
I think that we would face, whatever piece of legislation we are 
considering. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Puiuuirs. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger? 

Senator NeuBERGER. Mr. Chairman, I think Admiral Phillips made 
an excellent suggestion in proposing that the most desirable features 
of all these bills be used, with the final legislation supported by the 
chairman’s subcommittee. I agree that the 1 percent proposed in 
Senator Kuchel’s bill—1 percent additional funds—is preferable to 
the three-quarters of 1 percent proposed in my bill. 1 want you to 
understand that my bill was gradually whittled down last year in the 
hopes and expectations we might get it to a favorable vote in the 
committee. 

That is the reason that it presently provides for three-quarters of 1 
percent, because we felt that was better than nothing. Unfortunately, 
it turned out to be nothing, because we were defeated by a vote of 
7 to 6. 

You and Senator Kuchel discussed the matter of States. 1 wonder 
if this might not be a preferable provision in the bill finally voted out 
which could read something like this: 

Signs erected or maintained pursuant to specific authorization of State law, and 
agreements between States and the Secretary of Commerce, designed to give 
information in the specific interest of the traveling public. 

22916—58——-4 
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The reason I am afraid to have a very broad exemption in there for 
certain State laws is this fact: That a State might apply for the 1 
percent, receive the 1 percent, and have such broad exemptions 
written in by State laws that the 1 percent would be paid for virtually 
nothing in the way of roadside protection. I just hope that the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California might, at his leisure and conven- 
ience, consider this proposed language of mine which I think would 
safeguard against that. 

Senator Kucue.. If I may comment—certainly. And, first of all, 
I would want any legislation which we would adopt to reserve to the 
Department of Commerce a discretion to determine whether in good 
faith a State legislature has passed appropriate legislation in line with 
the policy which is set forth in all our bills. 

If that were done, then I think the legislation might well provide 
that each State, in accordance with its own laws, should implement 
that policy as it would reasonably determine, subject of course to the 
decision on the part of the Federal Government, whether it were 
eligible to receive an additional percentage. 

Senator NevsBerGcer. I am glad to hear you say that, Senator, 
because I feel there must be finally a residual authority in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to determine whether a State is complying. In 
other words, I don’t want a State like California to seek its 1 percent 
but to write in by law an exemption for all advertising which carries 
citrus fruit, which is so important to California; or the State of Oregon 
to write in an exemption for all advertising, heralding the lumber 
industry, its basic industry, do it by State law and still apply for the 
1 percent or three-quarters of 1 percent, whatever it may be. I 
honestly feel that some language similar to that I have suggested 
might safeguard against that, and we should discuss it. 

There is one other provision of the Kuchel bill that I would like to 
raise with Admiral Phillips and Senator Kuchel that disturbs me a 
little bit, and perhaps my fears are not founded on anything valid, 
where it says: “located upon any right-of-way acquired for highway 
purposes subsequent to July 1, 1956, should be prohibited.” 

I wonder if the chairman of the subcommittee could not have the 
staff find out what rights-of-way have been acquired prior to July 1, 
1956. I have been afraid that perhaps some of the most scenic or 
strategic stretches of the Interstate System in terms of the protection 
of scenic grandeur that we are striving for could be exempted from 
any legislation passed if that date of July 1, 1956, remains. 

I want to explain one thing in my State. A very important section 
of U.S. 30 is the Columbia Gorge express route, through one of the 
famous scenic areas of the world, if I may be permitted to be provincial 
and chauvinistic for a few minutes. If that were exempted from 
billboard protection in the State of Oregon on its portion of the Inter- 
state System, I would regard any billboard laws applying to the State 
of Oregon to be inadequate. I wonder if that date might not be 
unwise. 

Senator Kucure.t. Mr. Chairman, first of all I would like to join 
with the distinguished Senator from the State of Oregon in requesting 
that the chairman have the staff make such an inquiry. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, that will be done. 

Senator Kucne.. My reason for putting in that date is that is 
the date on which our Federal legislation authorizing an Interstate 
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System went into effect. I thought that that would be a reasonable 
and wise provision. However, there would be no desire on my part 
to prevent a State from participating in the benefits if it anticipated 
the Federal legislation and happened to have purchased rights-of-way 
prior to the 90-percent allocation which our bill in 1956 widened. 

Senator NeuserGer. Undoubtedly what will happen in every 
State—I am sure it will happen in Oregon and in California—there 
are stretches of the Interstate System already constructed in those 
States, or certainly which are 2-lane standard now to be widened 
into 4-lane standard, and unquestionably they are among the most 
strategic, from the standpoint of scenic protection, in the States. 
Therefore, to exempt them from any provisions of the legislation 
would seem to me to be most unfortunate. 

Senator Kucue.. I do want to make this statement, because it 
represents part of the intention with which my bill was drawn. 

I conceive that the 41,000 miles could roughly be divided into 
3 parts: (a) About 75 percent of the 41,000 miles brandnew Interstate 
Highway construction on brandnew locations; (6) that percentage 
of the remaining 25 percent, which I am told represents about 18 to 
20 percent, in which additional rights-of-way would be required 
to purchase in order to bring the existing Interstate System of that 
18 to 20 percent up to specifications. 

I would want the incentive to go to that. But I must say that the 
intention with which I drafted my bill would except out that portion 
of the present Interstate System which would not require additional 
rights-of-way, and that was a policy decision which I made which I 
would want in all frankness to have discussed. The reason for it was 
this: 

There is some question, I think, whether or not under present con- 
stitutional interpretation, zoning legislation can be applied retro- 
actively. That is to say, if you have subjected your property to a 
certain use, query: Can legislation in the zoning field be applied retro- 
actively as a matter of constitutional law to compel you to change the 
use to which you are placing your property? 

It seems to me that a reasonable interpretation of zoning legislation 
under an incentive Federal law could be upheld if it were to apply to 
all sections of the Interstate System which do require the States to 
purchase additional rights-of-way. That is one of the bases on which 
I tried to draft my legislation. 


I wish to be frank about this; it is my attempt to find something that 


the Congress can agree upon. I thought I was giving priority to that 
which required and protected the scenic beauty of the 41,000-mile 
system. 

Senator Neuprreer. By that constitutional thought, it might not 
then apply to any rights-of-way that were not acquired until after we 
enacted the billboard legislation, because from July 1, 1956 until now 
undoubtedly a great many rights-of-way have been acquired. 

Senator Kucur.. My bill would operate on those. 

Senator NeuserGsR. Perhaps on those the billboards that have 
already gone up. We haven’t applied any zoning from the stand- 
point of billboards. What are you going to do about those? 

Senator Kucuert. Frankly, if that is true—and it may well be 
true—then the only thing I know under any legislation is for what- 
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ever legislation the States adopt to be tested in courts as to con- 
stitutionality. 

Senator NeunerGcer. It could be tested as to that prior to July 1, 
1956, too, I think. 

Senator Kucusrx. I must agree with you, except I think in point 
of reasonableness, one does have a more difficult problem than the 
other. Yet I must frankly agree that the same problem exists in 
both. 

Senator NevuserGer. It just seems to me, however, that we must 
explore this, because my State is typical. If we exempt sections that 
are included in the Interstate System which were constructed or laid 
out prior to July 1, 1956, we are not going to give the protection we 
should to roadside scenery. That is what worries me about that 
date. I don’t want to belabor the point further here, but we should 
look into it. 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Chairman, I must say that, if the staff studies 
indicate that any rights-of-way were acquired by any State prior to 
the Congress adopting the interstate highway legislation of 1956, then 
I think my date as put in the bill ought to be eliminated. In that 
connection, may I ask also if the staff would give us the benefit of a 
legal memorandum on this problem of retroactivity of zoning legis- 
lation. 

Senator Gore. The staff will do that. The staff has informed me 
that the Bureau of Public Roads has said it will have the information 
for the subcommittee when it reconvenes at 2 p. m. 

Thank you, Admiral Phillips. 

Admiral Puitires. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. General Grant? 


STATEMENT OF U. S. GRANT III, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
PLANNING AND CIVIC ASSOCIATION 


General Grant. Mr. Chairman, Iam U.S. Grant II], and president 
of the American Planning and Civic Association and representing that 
organization, which is a national organization interested in conserva- 
tion and in better planning. 

To save time, sir, we have been in favor of this, as the record shows, 
and some legislation for control of billboards, and in general, as to the 
bills before you, we agree entirely with what Admiral Phillips has just 
said. So 1 will not go into that. 

There is one point that I think I might bring out that he did not 
speak of, and that is the date that is fixed in S. 3218, the final date of 
July 1, 1960. As this bill may not be approved until later this vear, 
and some of the State legislatures do not meet but every 2 vears, we 
point out that maybe it would be best to change that date if such a 
terminal date is fixed, to July 1, 1961, instead of 1960. 

Senator KucHe.. May I interrupt? 

What you say has merit. The reason I put that date in the legisla- 
tion was after speaking with members of the staff of the Bureau of 
Public Roads. They thought that might constitute a little additional 
persuasion on the legislatures to act. 

However, there is the other point of view which you have expressed. 

General Grant. In regard to the question of who should be ex- 
empted, we believe that the statement that incorporated municipal- 
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ities should all be exempted is a little too broad, and we suggest that 
what was really intended, perhaps, was to provide that exemption be 
given only in those States where the State cannot control this. I be- 
lieve that a statement to that effect would be safer than any of the 
formulas that are in these bills that are before you. 

[ think that Louisiana, for example, where I have been told that 
the courts have actually held that the States cannot control what a 
man puts on his property in regard to signs. It would mean a State 
constitutional amendment to take care of that. They may get such 
amendment. But if you just exempt everything that is exempted by 
State law you may have States passing laws exempting certain 
privileged areas. 

I think I can perhaps be a little helpful on the question of zoning. 
Zoning decisions by the courts are mostly State decisions and are 
under local laws, State or municipal. 

However, it has been generally conceded throughout the country 
that you can zone property contrary to its present use. 

That then becomes a nonconforming use, however, and cannot be 
stopped, or the people put out, without due compensation, except 
that in some States there has been a provision by which such noncon- 
forming use can be required to be stopped after a certain period of 
time—6 vears or 10 years or something like that—which would give 
the owners time to amortize the value of the property so taken overs 

One other point, sir, if I may make it, is that we think it would be 
well to put in the bill an affirmative statement that the Secretary of 
Commerce shall have the right to decide whether the State has com- 
plied or not with the agreement it has made. Administratively it 
will probably be done by the Bureau of Public Roads, but we think 
that the State authorities should have an appeal to the Secretary of 
Commerce, and that the responsibility for that decision should be 
definitely fixed in one person. 

Thank you very much. I don’t think I have anything else. 

Senator Gorge. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Meredith? 


STATEMENT OF ELLIS E. MEREDITH, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN, INC. 


Mr. Merepirx. Mr. Chairman, I am Ellis E. Meredith, adminis- 
trative assistant of the American Association of Nurserymen, Ince., an 
association of approximately 1,600 growers and distributors of nursery 
stock of all kinds. The members of the association have a traditional 
interest in land uses and, as citizens and motorists, they have a 
natural concern for the subject of the legislation being considered by 
this subcommittee. 

At the outset, I would like to point out that the position of our 
association—in one regard—is different from the position previously 
presented in testimony before this subcommittee last March. At 
that time Dr. White, our executive vice president, indicated we were 
opposed to incentive payments to the States for voluntary compliance 
with the regulations being considered. It now seems clear that only 
incentive payments will attain the desired regulation of the area 
adjacent to the right-of-way, and at this time we would like to go 
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on record as favoring this means of obtaining cooperation from the 
States. 

It is not our intention to support any one of the bills before this 
subcommittee to the exclusion of the others. Ali are directed to an 
ultimate desirable goal. However, we feel that S. 3218, introduced 
by Senator Kuchel, would provide a most effective and satisfactory 
solution to this problem, providing that certain changes and clarifica- 
tions are made. 

I might say that my statement in regard to those changes and 
clarifications are now a little bit dated. I think they have all been 
touched on by the previous witnesses. May I simply add our voice 
to those requests that the language referring to incorporated munici- 
palities, and also to the exemption 4 in the Kuchel bill, be clarified 
so that they will not be loopholes in the policy provisions of the bill. 
Also in connection with the language referring to the controlled area 
of 600 feet, we suggest a line of demarcation at the outside edge of 
the right-of-way. 

There is one point which is not in my statement but which I would 
like to make, and that is in the language specifying that the right-of- 
way acquired for highway purposes subsequent to July 1, 1956, is to 
be the area controlled. We suggest that the language might be 
improved by inserting “located upon any right-of-way” and this is 
the new language, ‘‘* * * any portion of which was acquired for 
highway purposes subsequent to July 1, 1956.’’ I think that is the 
intention of the legislation as I understand it. 

We also recommend that the Secretary of Commerce have the 
authority to determine compliance, and that the Department of 
Commerce work out standards in cooperation with the States. 

This concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, but 
perhaps the most eloquent testimony available on this subject is the 
condition of many of our Nation’s highways where the unhappy 
results of unregulated roadside advertising speak for themselves. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Senator Gorz. Thank you. 

Mr. Frank Dougherty, representing Mr. Robert Moses. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT MOSES, HEAD, PARK AND PARKWAY 
SYSTEMS, CITY AND STATE OF NEW YORK, AS READ BY 
FRANK DOUGHERTY 


Mr. Dovenerty. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am Frank Dougherty. I am counsel to the Long Island State 
Park Commission, and one of the aids of Mr. Robert Moses. 

I have here a statement by Mr. Moses which, with the permission 
of the committee, I will read. Part of it I will summarize. This is 
the statement of Mr. Moses: 

I am the head of the park and parkway systems of the city and 
State of New York, chairman of the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel 
Authority, chairman of the Power Authority of the State of New 
York, construction coordinator of the city of New York, and a member 
of the city planning commission. For many years I have been actively 
engaged in the planning, building, and operation of parkways, high- 
ways, and vehicular bridges and tunnels in New York and on occasion 
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have acted as a consultant here and abroad. I have long advocated 
and worked for an expansion of the Federal-aid highway program. 

The new national highway program will affect our entire economic 
and social structure. The 41,000 miles of roads authorized by the 
1956 act will constitute the framework within which we must live for 
generations to come and the appearance of these roads will leave a 
permanent imprint on our communities and people. They must be 
protected from permanent damage by uncontrolled roadside develop- 
ment. If the billions of public investment in these new arteries are 
to be protected, if the value of our scenery and natural assets is to be 
preserved, if safety of travel is to be insured, Congress must act now 
to protect these superhighways from exploitation and defacement by 
commercial advertisers. 

Let me first refer to statements by President Eisenhower and 
Secretary of Commerce Weeks on this subject. The President in 
an open letter to Gen. U.S. Grant III recently said that the erection 
of billboards— 


must be controlled and regulated if the public is to have the safe driving conditions 
and surroundings contemplated by the high standards applicable to the Interstate 
System. 

And he went on to say that he hoped Congress would pass legislation 
at this session which would produce the desired results. 

Last year Secretary Weeks said to this committee: 

We have concluded that advertising along the Interstate System should be 
controlled if the objective of the Federal Government to provide a system making 
for safe and relaxed driving and pleasing appearance is to be realized. We have 
also concluded that Federal legislation is required if such control is to be effective. 

There is only one sure way to prevent the new Interstate Highway 
System from becoming a billboard alley and that is by means of 
controls established by Federal legislation. Much of the loose talk 
about States rights has been inspired by the clever billboard lobby 
and it should be considered in that light. The Federal Government 
is investing billions of dollars in these highways and it is entitled to 
protect its investment by attaching proper conditions to its grants 
of aid to the States. In the present case the Federal Government 
is paying 90 percent of the cost of the new main roads and in the 
Federal Highway Act Congress has declared them to be a National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways. ‘They are instrumen- 
talities of interstate commerce and national defense. Congress has 
both the moral responsibility and the legal right to protect them by 
Federal law against commercial billboards which would mar the 
scenic beauty and endanger the safety of travel. 

We have prepared and are submitting with this statement a pro- 
posed bill which would establish clear and workable restrictions on 
commercial billboards within 660 feet of the rights-of-way of the new 
Interstate System. Our proposed bill is not retroactive in its appli- 
cation to existing signs which may have acquired “grandfather 
rights.’ It permits all types of official signs and notices and makes 
proper exception for legitimate signs advertising a business or pro- 
fession conducted on the premises and, finally, it contains provisions 
for the enforcement of the sign restrictions by either State or Federal 
procedures. 

I respectfully urge the members of this committee to give our pro- 
posed amendment their full and careful consideration. 
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Turning now to the bills pending before this committee. None of 
them provide for the direct Federal control proposed in our amend- 
ment. They declare, as a matter of national policy, that it is in the 
public interest to control advertising along the Interstate System 
but each of the bills turns the matter over to the individual States for 
action. 

Of the three pending bills, only S. 3041, introduced by Senator 
Bush, holds any promise of effective action at the State level. Senator 
Bush’s bill declares it to be in the public interest to encourage and 
assist the States to regulate the use of and to improve areas adjacent 
to the National System of Interstate Highways for the purpose of 
safeguarding public travel, promoting interstate commerce, protecting 
the public investment and preserving scenic beauty and points or 
shrines of historical significance. 

To facilitate the implementation of these objectives, the bill proposes 
standards restricting advertising signs within 660 feet of the rights-of- 
way and provides that States which agree to carry out this policy will 
receive an additional allotment of three-quarters of 1 percent of the 
total cost of the particular higaway project. The restrictions pre- 
scribed by the standards set forth in S. 3041 are reasonable and fair, 
and proper exceptions are made for signs advertising a business con- 
ducted on the premises, official and directional signs, et cetera. 

5. 3041, Senator Bush’s bill, contains a helpful and, we think, neces- 
sary additional safeguard not found in the other bills pending before 
the committee. Senator Bush’s bill authorizes the States to use up to 
3 percent of their share of the Federal moneys to acquire “scenic” 
easements along the routes. As this committee knows, scenic ease- 
ments are rights acquired in privately owned lands bordering the 
highway. The landowner relinquishes to the State or municipality 
his right to erect signs of any kind within the strip of land covered by 
the easement agreement. Scenic easements are used by highway 
officials who are confronted with the problem of protecting their high- 
ways from the intrusion of advertising signs and other roadside eye- 
sores in situations where there are no sigmcontrol laws or where exist- 
ing sign-control laws do not afford proper protection. This device was 
used in the acquisition of some of the rights-of-way for the New York 
Thruway, and there the sign easements were acquired cheaply because 
there was no advertising value on the land without the Thruway, as 
will be the case in many of the undeveloped areas to be traversed by 
the new interstate highways. 

In the statement which I submitted to this committee at last year’s 
hearings on S. 963 I answered many of the arguments of the billboard 
interests and their supporters. In the interest of brevity I will not 
repeat what I said at that tirae but respectfully ask this committee 
to reread the statement which appears at page 62 of the printed record 
of those hearings. 

In closing, I repeat that the only effective way to preserve these 
superhighways from exploitation and defacement by commercial 
advertising is through direct Federal control of roadside advertising, 
as proposed in the bill which I am submitting to the committee. If the 
committee cannot find its way clear to approve the measure we recom- 
mend, or something like it, then I urge a favorable report on S. 3041, 
which is by far the best of the pending bills and which, if the States 
cooperate fully, may serve to meet the bare requirements. 
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Thank you. 

Senator Gort. Thank you very much. Give our regards to Mr. 
Moses. 

Mr. Doucuerrty. I will do that. 

Senator NEUBERGER. I have one question. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator NeuBerGER. On page 3 of your statement, you, speaking 
for Mr. Moses, say: 

Of the three pending bills only 8. 3041, introduced by Senator Bush, holds any 
promise of effective action at the State level. 

Both you and Mr. Moses realize that the bill which the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee and I have been working on was voted 
down in the committee last year by a vote of 7 to 6. 

Let me ask you this question: Which would Mr. Moses prefer, that 
the Bush bill, S. 3041, be brought to a vote in the committee and be 
defeated, or that a combination of the milder Kuchel and Neuberger 
bills be brought to a vote in the committee and perhaps passed? 

Mr. Doveuerty. Mr. Moses is a purist. That is a hard question 
for me to answer for him. 

He thinks that the Bush bill, possibly strengthened, possibly to 
include 1 percent instead of the three-quarters percent, is so far supe- 
rior to the other bills that it should be passed. It is difficult for me, 
Senator Neuberger, to answer your question for Mr. Moses. 

There is one feature about the Bush bill which is not present in 
the other bills, as I have said, and that is this——— 

Senator NeuspercerR. Can you answer the question I put? I 
realize you said there is a feature in there that is not in the other bills 
and we realize that. Let me say this, it would be possible for Senator 
Kuchel and I, with the assistance of the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee to write a complete prohibition. 

The point I am getting at is this: Would Mr. Moses prefer to have 
a modest or if you want to call it, weaker or milder bill, written into 
law, or a stronger bill defeated? Which would he prefer? 

Mr. Doucuerty. Mr. Moses would prefer to get the best bill you 
can give the country. 

Senator NeusperGer. Can you answer the question? 

Mr. Dovuauerty. | think I did, didn’t 1? He would prefer to get 
the best bill possible. If that is a combination of the Kuchel bill and 
your bill, sir, he would like to have it. If something better isn’t 
obtainable, then he certainly would be happy to have that much. 

Senator Neusercer. | think you must realize that it would be 
desirable to have, for the first time in history, written into law a basic 
principle that the Federal Government had some interest in roadside 
or scenic protection, which has never yet been done in our history, 
and the Federal Government has been contributing for roads for many 
decades. 

I think I can speak for Senator Kuchel and Senator Gore who share 
my views to some degree on this. 

When I say we could write a bill so strong that you would have to 
get it into the Ten Commandments to erect a sign along the highway, 
but we couldn’t pass such a bill. 

Mr. Dovauerty. This is probably the first time that the Federal 
lawmakers have taken cognizance of billboards and sign controls. 
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But I don’t think it is entirely accurate to say that it is the first 
time that the Federal Government has recognized the necessity of 
improving roadside conditions. Because in the 1940 Highway Act 
there is a provision which permits the use of a certain percentage of 
the funds there available for the improvement of the adjacent areas 
of the Federal-aided highways. 

Senator NeuBerGeR. I was informed by the Library of Congress 
when I put in the original bill that applied to the first Gore. bill in 
1955, that it was the first time that legislation seeking to control sign- 
boards had ever been introduced in the Congress. Maybe they were 
inaccurate in that. 

Mr. Doveuerry. I think it is true so far as signboards go but it is 
not the first provision as to improvement of the scenic qualities of 
highways. 

Senator Nevpercer. We are talking about signboards in this legis- 
ation. 

Senator Gore. Would it be fair to say that Mr. Moses is practical 
enough to want the best he can get, but sufficiently purist to maintain 
his position even to the extent of criticizing everybody and every- 
thing? [Laughter.] 

Mr. Doveuerty. I think that probably would be a fair statement. 

Senator Gore. We agree. 

(The bill follows:) 


A BILL To amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, for the purpose of restricting the use of billboards 
and other outdoor advertising devices along the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is 
amended by adding thereto a new section, to be known as section 116—-A to read 
as follows: 


“SEC. 116-A. RESTRICTIONS ON ADVERTISING DEVICES. 

**(a) It is hereby declared that the unrestricted and unregulated erection and 
maintenance of commercial billboards, signs or other advertising devices adjacent 
to the Interstate System would create conditions which are inimical to interstate 
commerce and the public investment, interfere with the safety, comfort, security, 
and welfsre of the users thereof, or mar the natural beauty of areas adjacent to 
the Interstate System. 

“(b) The erection or maintenance of any advertising device located within 
six hundred sixty feet of the nearest boundary line of any right-of-way of the 
Interstate System is prohibited. The term ‘advertising device’’ as used in this 
section shall be deemed to mean any billboard, sign, poster, advertisement, display, 
or other device intended to attract or which does attract the attention of operators 
of vehicles on the Interstate System. The provisions of this section shall not 
apply to (1) directional or other official signs or notices erected or maintained by 
a public agency having jurisdiction; (2) signs or notices required or authorized by 
law to be posted or displayed; (3) signs erected or maintained on property showing 
the name of the owner or occupant of the property or the name and type of business 
or profession conducted on such property; (4) signs indicating the sale or leasing 
of the property upon which they are placed; (5) advertising devices which are 
not visible from any traveled portion of the Interstate System; or (6) advertising 
devices erected prior to and existing on the date of the enactment of this section. 

“(e) Nothing in this section shall be construed to abrogate or affect the pro- 
visions of any State of municipal law, ordinance, rule, regulation or resolution, 
heretofore or hereafter adopted or promulgated, which are more restrictive con- 
cerning advertising devices than the provisions of this se¢tion, 

**“(d) Any person violating the provisions of this section shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor and on conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine not exceeding 
$1,000, or by imprisonment for a term of not exceeding 6 months, or by both such 
fine and imprisonment at the discretion of the court. 

““(e) In addition to the penalties herein prescribed for violation of this section, 
the Attorney General of the United States or the attorney general of any State 
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in which a violation of this section is committed or exists may institute any 
appropriate action, suit or proceeding to prevent, restrain, correct or abate such 
violation or to cause the removal of any advertising device erected or maintained 
in violation of the provisions of this section.” 


Senator Gore. Mr. Chatelain? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Gorr. There will be incorporated in the record at this 
point a letter and statement received from Mr. Chatelain. 

(The letter and statement follow :) 


Tue AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS, 
Washington, D. C., March 10, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Gore: The American Institute of Architects strongly favors 
some effective means of controlling billboards on the Interstate Highway System. 

I have a prepared statement in behalf of the institute and my name is on the 
list of those desiring to appear before your subcommittee during the hearing 
today. 

However, I understand that the list is very long and that your subcommittee 
would appreciate my sending the statement to be included in the record of the 
hearings rather than making a personal appearance. Therefore, copies are 
attached for this purpose. 

We are aware of vour own great interest in this matter and want you to know 
that your efforts are much appreciated by our organization. 

With very best wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEON CHATELAIN, JR., F, A. I. A. 


STATEMENT BY LBON CHATELAIN, JR., PRESIDENT, AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF 
ARCHITECTS 


My name is Leon Chatelain, Jr. I am a practicing architect with offices at 
1632 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. I am president of the American Institute 
of Architects and appear here today as its representative. 

The American Institute of Architects is the national organization of the archi- 
tectural profession in the United States. Its 127 chapters and 11 State organiza- 
tions are located in every State and in certain United States possessions. With a 
membership of 13,000 registered architects, the institute represents the majority 
of practicing architects in the Nation. 

Just a year ago I presented a statement to this subcommittee putting the 
American Institute of Architects on record as firmly opposed to amy outdoor 
advertising whatsoever adjacent to Federal, State or local highways. I expressed 
the strong support of the institute for the bill, then under consideration, to con- 
trol billboard advertising introduced by Senators Neuberger and Gore, which, 
unfortunately was voted down in committee. 

Our policy on this vital issue has not changed. On the contrary, our interest, 
enthusiasm and activity in behalf of such legislation has accelerated rapidly. 
Many AIA chapters, in all parts of the country, have passed resolutions urging 
Federal action to prevent the Interstate System from becoming a dangerous. and 
unsightly billboard alley. Letters from members pour into my office urging that 
all possible efforts be made to keep the American countryside, which belongs to 
all Americans, from being desecrated and destroyed. 

Rather than taking the time of this subcommittee to repeat all the points I 
made last year, I refer you to the record of that hearing. Nor will I dwell on 
many of the numerous compelling reasons for Federal action to which we sub- 
scribe. Able witnesses appearing before you today are bringing them to your 
attention. 

I therefore will limit myself to a very brief statement in behalf of our organiza- 
tion which, for over a century, has actively concerned itself not only with improv- 
ing our architectural standards but with improving the general environment in 
which we all live. We regard the control of billboards adjacent to the highway 
system’ as a necessary;step toward providing the wholesome, beautiful. environ- 
ment to which our people are entitled. Unless the indiscriminate mushrooming 
growth of signs and billboards is stopped, the benefits of this vast public-rdads 
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program, subsidized by all the taxpayers of America, will be wasted. Property 
values will be irreparably damaged and instead of contributing to a more whole- 
some environment for this and future generations, we will be responsible for the 
creation of vast new belts of interstate slums. 

We architects look at a well-designed, efficient highway much as we would a 
building. Primarily, of course, both the highway and the building serve a dis- 
tinct function—the one to provide transportation, the other to provide shelter. 
But the true function of everything we build must also include esthetic considera- 
tions— proportion, design, appearance, and value. The buildings and roads we 
design and build are, whether we desire it or not, monuments by which future 
generations will judge us. 

We believe it would be nothing short of criminal irresponsibility to allow the 
esthetic destruction of one more acre of our land at a time when virtually every 
community in the United States is seeking ways to control the spreading urban 
blight. 

For these, and many other reasons, we urge the Congress to take action. We 
must have effective control of outdoor advertising along our highways to maintain 
not only the beauty of our land, but our national pride and self-respect. 


Senator Gorge. Mr. Wild? 


STATEMENT OF CARL WILD, DEPUTY SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 
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Mr. Witp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
Carl Wild. I am a deputy secretary of the Pennsylvania Department 
of Highways in charge of planning and research. 

I am appearing before this subcommittee at the direction of Secretary 
of Highways Lewis M. Stevens. He has authorized me to present 
the position of the department on the subject of this hearing. 

The Pennsylvania Department of Highways strongly supports 
Federal legislation designed to protect the Interstate Highway System 
from encroachment of commercial outdoor advertising. 

Secretary Stevens’ endorsement of Senate bill 3041 jointly sponsored 
by Senator Joseph S. Clark, of Pennsylvania, stems from his long 
association with organizations and groups interested in protecting 
the roadside. 

As secretary of highways, Mr. Stevens has a more direct interest in 
the legislation. He believes that Senate bill 3041 offers a practical 
method of attaining the objectives of this legislation. He has been 
emphatic in his support of similar legislation though it may be framed 
differently, but which is designed to accomplish the same end, the 
protection of the Interstate System. 

The Pennsylvania Department of Highways supports the financial 
incentive feature of this bill. It is of the opinion that such aid will 
materially assist in obtaining support and understanding from the 
public and thorough consideration by the State Legislature to imple- 
ment the necessary action in the Commonwealth. 

Pennsylvania’s Interstate System is roughly 1,500 miles. Only a 
relatively few miles are located in urban Pittsburgh and Philadelphia. 
The major portion of the system will traverse unspoiled farm and 
forest lands. Several segments of the system will pass through the 
historic and carefully planned suburbs of Philadelphia. One notable 
project is the midcounty expressway in Delaware County which will 
pass through an area rich in colonial history. 

The gigantic Keystone Shortway, which when completed will be an 
important link in the defense highway system, linking Ohio with the 
New York metropolitan area, will traverse a region in mid-Pennsyl- 
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vania noted for its scenic beauty and outdoor recreational resources. 
The shortway’s length in Pennsylvania will be approximately 290 
miles. It will attract thousands of tourists as it winds its way through 
a picturesque and unspoiled region across the Allegheny Plateau. 

The Department, in planning the locations of the Interstate 
System, continues to give critical attention to enhancing the great 
scenic values of Pennsylvania. Careful attention is given to molding 
the highway design into the natural beauty of the countryside. 

Secretary Stevens agrees with the concept as stated by Mr. Tallamy 
that we are building these interstate highways for the next thousand 
years. He adds that from this viewpoint they will become a part 
of the heritage of succeeding generations and a monument to the 
capabilities of the American people. 

He also contends that these travel ways will be monumental in 
concept as they unveil the vastness and beauty of the Nation. 

As such, Secretary Stevens points out, their exploitation for com- 
mercial advertising would be as inappropriate as exploitation of the 
Nation’s Capitol Grounds, eikeslall and national monuments, and 
the exploitation of great natural heritages such as the Grand Canyon, 
the Blue Ridge Mountains, and the mountains and historic valleys of 
Pennsylvania. 

Secretary Stevens most emphatically opposes any maneuver that 
would open the way for an invasion of billboards along these national 
travel ways. 

Pennsylvania recognizes the travelers’ need for information as to 
available services and facilities. We are exploring ways and means 
to achieve this without the intrusion of billboards. 

One method is the use of appropriate signs as provided for in 
section (b) of S. 3041. Another is in the use of roadside rests as 
information centers. 

The need for such areas, to pull off the highway and rest has proven 
to be in the interest of highway safety. Secretary Stevens has directed 
consultants and Department engineers to incorporate such rest 
areas in the design of interstate highways in Pennsylvania. The 
United States Bureau of Public Roads is keenly interested in these 
adjuncts to highway use. 

We believe there are opportunities in these areas to incorporate 
informative signs, display maps, and even information booths in 
selected areas. 

We contend that such methods will provide the traveling public 
with an even better and more equitable knowledge of services and 
facilities en route than would be possible with competing billboards 
viewed at high speed. 

We are therefore confident that ways can be developed to satisfy 
the need for information without despoiling the natural beauty and 
historic values of the countryside. 

The Pennsylvania department of highways believes the financial 
incentives specified in section 3 of the bill under consideration will 
be of great value in gaining the support of the legislature to provide 
the controls intended in S. 3041. 

We are convinced that there is great value in the several bills 
designed to protect the Interstate System and urge positive action on 
S. 3041 or on a bill which conbines the financial incentive with other 
valuable and well-defined principles. 
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Thank you for the opportunity of presenting the position of the 
Pennsylvania Highway Department. 

Senator Gorse. Senator Kuchel? 

Senator Kucner. Mr, Wild, under the laws of Pennsylvania, does 
the city of Pittsburgh have the right to pass control legislation? 

Mr. Wixp. Yes, by way of zoning. 

Senator KucHe.. Would its zoning ordinance take precedence over 
your State legislature’s action or not? 

Mr. Wixp. It very likely would, but I am not sure of that. 

Senator Kucue.. It very likely would? 

Mr. Witp. Would, but I am not sure of that. 

Senator Kucue:. Do you have any State zoning legislation now? 

Mr. Wixp. No, we do not. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr, Wild. 

Mr. Cleveland? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Gore. Mr. Scheurer? 

(No response.) 

Senator Gore. Mr. Callison? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR 
AND SECRETARY OF THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Cauuison. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles H. Callison. 
I am conservation director and secretary of the National Wildlife 
Federation. I shall be very brief because our organization is on 
record in testimony offered previously by Mr. Stewart Branborg, 
assistant conservation director. 

However, I am submitting for the record, with your permission, a 
copy of a resolution adopted at the 22d annual convention of our 
federation held last weekend at St. Louis, Mo., in which the federation, 
by unanimous vote of its delegates, endorsed the principles of Federal 
billboard-control legislation. 

That is all I desire to say, except that with respect to details of the 
legislation, we would endorse the statement presented here today and 
the position taken by the National Roadside Committee, as voiced 
by Mrs. Hood, chairman, and Mr. Richard Westwood, secretary of 
that committee. 

(The resolution presented by Mr. Callison is as follows:) 


{National Wildlife Federation, 22d annual meeting, St. Louis, Mo., February 28-March 1 and 2, 1958] 


ReEsouuTiIon No. 9. Conrrou oF RoapsipE ADVERTISING 


Whereas the Congress has scheduled the expenditure of at least $30 billion of 
public funds for the construction of 41,000 miles of interstate and defense high- 
ways, 90 percent of such money to come from the Federal Treasury and 10 
percent from State funds; and 

Whereas these highways will be constructed according to the most modern 
concepts of high-speed arteries, including the principle of limited access; and 

Whereas it is estimated that 75 percent of the mileage of this Highway System 
will be located where no business or commercial developments now exist; and 

Whereas the National Wildlife Federation believes that control of the roadside 
environment, including outdoor advertising, is essential to the protection of 
scenic values and safe and pleasurable travel, and that the interests of motorists 
and of those providing services of food, fuel, and habitation may be served through 
uniform official signs; and 

Whereas the federation also believes that the public interest will be enhanced 
by plantations wherever feasible of trees and shrubs and by other landscaping on 
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the rights-of-way for the purpose of erosion control and the conservation of seenic 
and other natural values; Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is urged to enact legislation 
implementing the above-stated principles on Federal lands and encouraging the 
States to adopt and enforce similar standards of roadside control. 


Senator Gorr. Mr. Bard? 
STATEMENT OF ALBERT BARD, OF NEW YORK CITY 


Mr. Barp. Mr. Chairman, may I have the privilege of standing? 

Senator Gorr. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Barn. There are 2 or 3 points I want to make. I think there 
has been a good deal of fuzzy thinking on the subject of States rights 
as against the power of the Federal Government. 

Reference was made, for example, to States where you couldn’t do 
so-and-so with respect to a control of this business. There isn’t any 
such State in the whole country. The Federal Government has the 
right in an interstate matter to overrule any one State. So that 
question of States rights is really out of it as a legal question. It is a 
question of what the Federal Government wants to do. 

Senator Gorn. You would understand another lawyer might 

Mr. Barp. I am sorry, I have an advantage of the committee: I 
can have the committee hear what I have to say, but they have an 
awful lot of trouble having me hear what they have to say against me. 

Senator Gore. I can think of many witnesses who would wish to 
have your advantage. 

Mr. Barp. Please be patient with me. 

Senator Gorn. It would perhaps come as no surprise to you that 
some lawyers might find a number of reasons why they would dis- 
agree with dictum which you just announced. 

Mr. Barp. Then they ought to go to law school. 

[Laughter. | 

The Federal Government, in an interstate and national defense 
matter, has control, if it wants to exercise it. That is that. 

Senator Gore. I am not going against you any more. 

[Laughter. | 

Mr. Barn. I would like to remind the committee how this States’ 
rights matter got into the picture at all. It never should have come 
in, but it got in. And how? Through the influence of a parochial 
States’ rights Southern Senator who never became an American but 
was always a Georgian. And he managed to deflect the whole question 
out of the situation of Federal control into the situation of a States’ 
rights theory. 

Why was he interested in doing that? He was interested in outdoor 
advertising. He had a financial personal interest in outdoor adver- 
tising. That accounted for his whole position. And he succeeded, 
most unfortunately, in deflecting the situation out of a single simple 
matter of control by a single authority, the Federal Government, 
into a 48 States’ rights situation, and it was most unfortunate. I think 
we ought now to get out of it instead of conceding to the dead hand 
of a States’ rights parochial mind. 

So much for States’ rights. 

Retroactive zoning was brought up as a constitutional question. 
Some years ago I studied and wrote upon that subject, and I can 
furnish the committee with a very canaliial pamphlet on the subject 
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of the right to act retroactively under the police power. The trouble 
there isn’t really the question of retroactive zoning, it is a question 
of the taking of property. And there are two ways. If you don’t 
take property, you can retroactively zone. Your danger is that in 
doing so you will take property, but now if you take property and you 
you pay for it, you have a perfect right to take it. It is a question 
of taking what is or is not in a particular case a taking of property, 
and if it is a taking of property then you can take it by paying for it. 
It is as simple as that. 

Property may be taken, as Mr. Dougherty said, if you allow a 
sufficient period of grace to amortize your property value. In that 
case property may be taken under the police powers, not as property 
taken, but as control of private property in the future, which is under 
conditions which prevent its being a taking of property. That 
is the pinatitaitional rohibition. 

The question was Tineueetst up where the Federal legislation should 
begin the setback, where it should be measured from. By all means 
it should be the edge of the right-of-way, uot the pavement, not the 
used traffic portion of the right-of-way. That may change. If you 
widen the traffic use of a right-of-way, put another lane along the side, 
and the measurement is from the point of traffic use, you have moved 
back your outside line automatically, and any billboards that are 
within that strip where you have made a change become nonconform- 
ing and create just a nuisance. 

I wish you would ask me some questions. [Laughter.] 

I ought to say that I have been in this subject since 1913, when I 
was a member of a commission formed by the mayor of New York 
with respect to the subject in New York City. It has been very 
interesting. My head is so full of all sorts of phases of this thing 
that I hardly know what to speak of. It is an awful temptation to 
talk about entirely too many sides of this subject. 

But I do want to say one thing, to point out to you that in the 
Federal Highway Act of 1956, on this question of fringe things com- 
ing into the power of the Federal Government, geodetic markers are 
dealt with in this legislation itself. Geodetic markers, not highway 
markers. But they relate more or less incidentally to highway con- 
trol and the highway layout, and so on. But they aren’t directly 
highway markers at all. They are geodetic markers. And yet Fed- 
eral legislation includes regulation with respect to that, showing, by 
precedent in the Federal legislation itself, that these fringe conditions 
are really part of the same problem and may be dealt with without 
any timerous feebleness with respect to legislation dealing with the 
whole subject. 

I am afraid that is all I have to say, unless you do me the favor of 
asking me some questions. 

Of course, we all want the States to do what they can to implement 
the Federal policy. That goes without saying. But the question is 
as to the Federal Government having the power to take this fringe 
action with respect to signs outside of the right-of-way. 

I say that a highway, and its traffic, which is part of the highway, 
its use, if it comes into the Federal jurisdiction at all, the Federal 
Government has the right to protect its share in that highway. To 
me it seems simply silly to say that the Federal Government has the 


} 
| 
| 
} 
: 


SS LL eR NI dae SAIN nant 


Ae Ri Se 








CONTROL OF ADVERTISING ON INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 37 


right to pour billions and billions of dollars into the highways of the 
country and build this great National Defense and Interstate High- 
way, and then to say that it lacks the power, as a part of that power, 
to protect the traffic signs that it will put, or will pay for putting, on 
these highways. 

To say that the Federal Government may pour billions into the high- 
ways and its traffic signs, and not have the power to decree a free zone 
around those highway signs, and prevent the confusion of commercial 
advertising encroaching upon their attention, is just being feeble- 
minded. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Bard. 

Mr. Shoemaker? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. CARL D. SHOEMAKER, ON BEHALF OF 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE GARDEN CLUBS 


Mrs. SHOEMAKER. I am Mrs. Carl D. Shoemaker, of Washington, 
D.C. I am a member of the national legislative council of the Na- 
tional Council of State Garden Clubs. In that capacity I am repre- 
senting Mrs. George L. Swearingen, of Wisconsin, our national 
chairman. 

The National Council of State Garden Clubs is an organization of 
more than 400,000 members, both men and women, distributed among 
affiliated garden and horticultural clubs in 45 States and the District 
of Columbia. The council appreciates this opportunity to appear 
here, and in deference to your committee and in the interest of saving 
time, we wish merely to reiterate briefly our position in favor of na- 
tional legislation for the regulation and control of billboards along the 
new Federal Interstate Highway System. 

At its annual meeting in Miami, April 1957, the council again con- 
firmed its resolution included in this committee’s report on the hear- 
ings on 8S. 963—the Neuberger bill—held March 18-27 and April 2, 
1957. The South Atlantic region of the National Council of State 
Garden Clubs, representing the States of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia, with a total membership of 
148,314, at a meeting in Charleston, S. C., February 14, 1958, unani- 
mously went on record endorsing billboard regulatory measures. 

It is a firm conviction of garden club members the country over that 
the interests of those providing food, fuel, and other facilities to the 
traveling public could be served better through uniform signs at inter- 
changes and other zoned areas adjacent to highways. Since John Q. 
Public foots the bill for this highway system, we believe that the 
public welfare and safety, as well as man’s innate desire for beauty 
in the landscape merit your full consideration, and that control of 
advertising devices is a recognized Federal responsibility. 

We, therefore, urge that this committee speedily recommend to the 
Congress a strong national policy and set of standards that will 
promote safety on the highway as well as ease of travel and protection 
of irreplaceable scenic assets. Such a program, we believe, can provide 
a national heritage of which all can be proud. 

Thank you very much for this privilege. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mrs. Shoemaker. 

Senator Kuchel? 
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Senator Kucue:. Mr. Chairman, here today is the legislative 
counsel for the American Automobile Association, Mr. Ross D. 
Netherton. 

I have received, from the Automobile Club of Southern California, 
a letter informing me that that organization does favor the principles 
embodied in the bill which I have introduced, and suggests that the 
specific comments which it would want made are those of the American 
Automobile Association. 

Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Ross Netherton to come forward and 
place in the record, with such comments as he may deem appropriate, 
the letter from his organization, which he has signed? 

Senator Gore. Certainly. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS. D. NETHERTON, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Neruertron. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ross D. Netherton, 
legislative counsel for the American Automobile Association. 

“As Senator Kuchel has indicated, we have certain comments which 
we have directed at the technical aspects of the bill because our 
intention at this time is not to rehash the arguments that went into 
the record fully and completely in 1957. Our impression is that this 
session is more for the purpose of hammering out the details of work- 
able and effective legislation. 

To that point I have certain comments and suggestions which I 
would like at this time to read into the record. 

May I have the privilege, Mr. Chairman, of reading those excerpts 
from this memorandum which relate to specific problems, some of 
which have been alluded to before in testimony by the Bureau of 
Public Roads, others of which I think will be new to the committee. 

Senator Gorr. You may proceed. 

Mr. Neruerton. As you know, the American Automobile Associa- 
tion has a keen interest in proposals now pending before the Senate 
Committee on Public Works relating to control of outdoor advertising 
along the roadsides of the National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highw rays. The interest of the AAA in roadside protection dates from 
the 1930’s , when the association became convinced that the roadside, 
as well as the roadbed, strongly influenced the safety, efficiency and 
pleasantness of highway traffic movement. More recently, in 1957, 
the AAA testified before the Subcommittee on Roads of the Senate 
Public Works Committee, urging that Congress devise effective and 
equitable means of protecting against uncontrolled roadside adver- 
tising along the Interstate System while the national highway program 
was still in its early stages. On February 25, 1958, the AAA expressed 
to this same subcommittee its view that the principles set forth in 
S. 3218 were sound and should be incorporated into the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956. 

At this time, as the Subcommittee on Roads move to actively con- 
sider S. 3218, the American Automobile Association desires to reiterate 
to you its support for the principles set forth in this bill, and to invite 
your attention to certain suggestions which in its judgment may im- 
prove the implementation of these principles. 

Application of the bill to roadside areas within incorporated 
municipalities: The statement of national policy contained in S. 3218 











CONTROL OF ADVERTISING ON INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 39 


calls for control of roadside advertising along portions of the Interstate 
System outside incorporated municipalities. It is entirely proper that 
the special legal status of eee ee abe those endowed 
with the so-called home rule powers—should be recognized and re- 
spected. However, by referring generally to such municipalities in 
the statement of national policy, S. 3218 may be rendered inapplicable 
to certain areas where incorporated municipalities such as towns and 
boroughs constitute the basic political subdivisions of the State, and 
where, accordingly, the boundaries of such municipalities are con- 
tiguous throughout the State. Examples of this situation appear in 
the New England States and New Jersey. 

In view of this fact, it is suggested that the phrase “outside incorpo- 
rated municipalities” be deleted from the bill where it appears in the 
statement of national policy, and that protection of the status of 
incorporated municipalities be achieved by revising the section of the 
bill relating to agreements between the States and the Secretary of 
Commerce, as follows: 

The Secretary of Commerce is authorized to enter into agreements with State 
highway departments to carry out the national policy set forth in subsection (a) 
of this section, which agreements shall exclude from any application of this Act 
portions of the Interstate System located within the corporate limits of incor- 
porated municipalities, or projects or portions of projects on the Interstate 
System designated for construction within the corporate limits of incorporated 
municipalities, unless otherwise requested by the State. 

It is submitted that this revised language would permit the States 
and the Secretary of Commerce to recognize and preserve unimpaired 
the status of incorporated municipalities where such was necessary. 
Cities exercising home-rule powers derived from either their State 
constitutions or legislatures could be permitted to continue the 
exercise of their powers without impairing the ability of the State to 
enter into realistic and equitable agreements with the Secretary of 
Commerce for the purpose of implementing the national policy as 
pon eee in S. 3218. 

. Operation of State and local roadside zoning laws and ordinances: 
S. 3218 lists four types of signs which would be permitted within the 
roadside protective strip described in the national policy. These four 
types are: (1) Directional or other official signs or notices required or 
authorized by law; (2) signs advertising the sale or lease of property 
upon which they are located; (3) signs advertising activities being 
conducted on property on which such signs are loc rated; and (4) signs 
erected or maintained upon land pursuant to specific State or local 
laws or regulations. 

It is suggested that the fourth class described above requires clari- 
fication. The broad scope of this exception, as it now appears in 
S. 3218, would include any and all State or loca! roadside zoning regula- 
tions to permit roadside advertising as a commercial use of lands adja- 
cent to the Interstate System right-of-way. If enacted mdiserimi- 
nately or on an extreme scale, such regulations could, for practical 
purposes, nullify the benefits of any agreement between the State “ 
the Secretary of Commerce to control this activity. Technically, 
State might qualify under the act for the financial benefits arising ‘— 
of such an agreement without establishing any system of control which 
would achieve the purposes expressed in the national policy which 
that agreement was designed to implement. 
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It is not fair to place either the States or the Secretary of Commerce 
in a position where situations of this sort are possible. Further, it is 
not necessary that situations of this sort occur if suitable language is 
added to this portion of the bill to specify that the State or local road- 
side zoning regulations referred to therein must reflect sound principles 
of highway and traffic engineering, and must not be inconsistent with 
the national policy expressed in the bill. Qualification of the excep- 
tion in this manner would not only clarify its scope, but would Laively 
encourage State and local governments to utilize the valuable advances 
in modern roadside planning to a greater extent than in the past. 
In the judgment of the AAA, it is highly desirable that States and 
local governments be thus encouraged to use their land use and plan- 
ning and zoning powers more widely to improve the conditions of the 
roadsides. In the long run such action would benefit all segments of 
the local community. 

3. Roadside information: Among the four types of roadside signs 
which S. 3218 would permit to be located within the protective strip 
are “directional or other official signs or notices required or authorized 
by law.” It is suggested that this language might become more 
meaningful as a nile to the States if it were made more precise. 

It is necessary that roadside signs be erected and maintained by 
State agencies, in cooperation with local governmental agencies, to 
direct and control highway traffic, and provide the highway user with 
information about the general area in which the highway is located. 
In 1957, Federal Highway Administrator Tallamy testified in detail 
concerning progress being made in developing official signs for the 
Interstate System, particularly informational signs relating to off-the- 
road service facilities and areas of interest to motorists. The American 
Automobile Association is deeply concerned about the problem of 
informing the highway user regarding services and other attractions 
off the highway, and, from the testimony of Mr. Tallamy, is satisfied 
that the motorists’ needs in this regard will be adequately met. In 
addition, it is recognized that State laws and local ordinances often 
require roadside lands to be posted in connection with various govern- 
mental functions with respect to which public notice must be given. 

It is therefore suggested that the reference to such signs in S. 3218 
be clarified by revising the language of this exception along the follow- 
ing lines: 

Signs erected and maintained by official governmental agencies for the direction 
or control of traffic, the information of highway users, or for other purposes 
required by law. 

In conclusion, the American Automobile Association wishes to 
express its confidence that the Congress can formulate legislation 
which will effectively and equitably control roadside advertising along 
the Interstate System. Events have demonstrated that the objective 
of such legislation is sound, and that extension of Federal assistance 
to the States is necessary if the States are to act in timely and uniform 
fashion to apply to the roadsides of the Interstate System standards 
of quality comparable to those now being applied to the highway itself 
and the right-of-way lands. Developments in the techniques of land 
use planning and control during the past 50 years have made available 
to the States a considerable selection of methods for protective devel- 
opment of roadside areas. As a result, States would not lack flexi- 
bility in establishing roadside protection programs to implement a 
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national policy on this subject. It is therefore the sincere hope of the 
American Automobile Association that the Congress will act promptly 
and favorably on this matter in the interest of strengthening the na- 
tional highway program. 

Senator Gorn. Senator Kuchel? 

Senator Kucue.. I wish to say that I think the comments you have 
made are excellent. 

I want to say that the statement of Mr. Netherton in my judgment 
is excellent. One of the things which hasn’t been brought up here 
this morning is that, quite aside from the semantics, your organization, 
Mr. Netherton, and the Department of Commerce in its comments 
this morning, and those people generally in the audience in favor of 
legislation in this field, have pretty much found an area of agreement 
on principle, and I must say I like the suggested language which you 
and your organization have recommended. 

I would want to see the corrections you have embodied into any 
legislation this committee would approve. 

I think the important point, running through all the comments so 
far, is almost completely on the principles on which the bill ought to 
be fashioned. 

Mr. Neruerton. May I say that I think that is almost absolutely 
correct. There is a patter n of agreement emerging in these hearings 
as to the principles involved. I would go further and say that I 
don’t think we are very far apart in our selection of language, either. 
I think that that is a matter of course which the committee will want 
to look at and compare very carefully. But we are very close to the 
Bureau’s testimony as I listened to it this morning, and certainly 
would not be inclined to be sticky about the choice of words, We are 
pretty close together in all respects, | think. 

Senator Kucue.. At this point I ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of a letter which I wrote to the National Roadside Committee 
be placed in the record. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Senator Kucue.. | merely want to say that the comments I made 
run along the same general vein. 

(The letter follows:) 

MaRcu 7, 1958. 


NATIONAL ROADSIDE COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I was very glad to meet with Mrs. Vance R. Hood, chairman of 
the National Roadside Committee and Mr. Ellis E. Meredith of the American 
Association of Nurserymen earlier this week to discuss the problem of Federal 
incentive legislation by which States might pass outdoor advertising control laws 
in accordance with a national policy. 

Several items were discussed by us, together with my legislative assistant, 
Francis Tappaan. I believe that on a basis of policy, we were in agreement. 
Mrs. Hood has furnished me with a copy of the minutes of your meeting of 
March 5, along these same lines. 

I believe that the fourth exception in my bill ought to be amended by deleting 
all reference to “‘local”’ laws or regulations. The intent with which we drafted 
my bill here in my office was to have an agreement between each State and the 
Federal Government by which the State would follow the national policy set 
forth in my bill over every part of the area within its geographical limits upon 
which the State government under its constitution could assert jurisdiction. 
Since in home rule States, such as California, incorporated cities under our State 
constitution are not subject to State legislative control in matters of police 
power, I have excepted all such incorporated cities, so that the State in its con- 
tract with the Federal Government, could validly bind itself over that area subject 
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to its jurisdiction. In this connection, I do not want my bill to except out any 

local communities or villages or towns where the State legislatures do have a 

State constitutional right to regulate them. Thus the wording of my exception 

with respect to cities needs some clarification, which I believe the Department 

of Commerce will provide at the hearings. 

: I have noted in your committee minutes of March 5, 1958, reference is made to 

the establishment of a uniform standard of advertising regulations to apply 
throughout the Interstate System. I originally included such a provision in one 
of my earlier drafts on this legislation. It was at the suggestion of some of the 

: staff of the Bureau of Public Roads that this provision was deleted from the final 

draft. I personally would be willing to reconsider the inclusion of such a provision 

in my proposed legislation. 

I certainly would have no objection to agreements including: 

‘provisions for preservation of natural beauty, prevention of erosion, landscaping, 
reforestation, development of viewpoints of scenic attractions that are accessible 
to the public without charge, and the erection of markers, signs or plaques and 
the development of areas in appreciation of sites of historic significance,”’ 
as your minutes suggest. 

here should, of course, be no reason why a proper area of regulation cannot 

be readily agreed upon, whether it would be 600 feet from the right-or-way or 
660 feet, or otherwise. 

I very much hope that we can be successful in receiving committee approval 

of constructive legislation in this field and that we may go on from there to what 

; I hope may be proper incentive legislation to prevent the spoliation of the lands 

i through which our new interstate highway will run. 

; Very sincerely yours, 

Tuomas H. KucHE., 
United States Senator. 


Senator Kucne.. Has Mrs. Reynolds come in? 


es 


i Mrs. Hoop. I don’t think so. May I submit this? 
Senator Kucnen. If you would, Mrs. Hood. 
| I would like to have the proponents conclude their testimony before 


we conclude for lunch, Mr. Chairman, if possible. 

Mrs. Hoop. Shall I read it or just submit it? It is from your home 
State. 

Senator Kucue.. I think, Mr. Chairman, perhaps she should read 
it. 

Senator Gorr. It adds some additional quality. 


eee Be 


TELEGRAM FROM CALIFORNIA ROADSIDE COUNCIL, INC. 
. Mrs. Hoop (reading): 


California Roadside Council numbering 1,000 members including 200 organiza- 
tions urgently request passage effective legislation to prevent defacement by 
billboards of the tax-supported Interstate and Defense Highway System. We 
much prefer 8. 3041 to 8. 3218 in its present form. If S. 3218 is adopted lines 
12 to 14, on page 3, should be clarified and the following deletion should be made: 
“Outside of incorporated municipalities’? appearing on lines 11 to 12 of page 2. 

All of lines 21, 22, and 23 on page 2. 

The last five lines of the bill. 

We believe that the new Interstate System requires uniformly effective regu- 
lations. 

: Provisions for landscaping reforestation, ete., of S. 3041 if enacted into law 
will stand as a monument to the wisdom and foresight of this Congress. They 
will also help meet the present economic emergency by providing constructive 
employment. 
CALIFORNIA RoapstipE Councn,, Ine., 
YALE Maxon, Vice President 


I think the deletions are in accord with those that have already 
been spoken of. They speak of particularly being in favor of the 
landscaping and reforestations which are in the other two bills which 
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are before this committee, and they feel that they should be included 
in any bill that is favored. That is the gist of the telegram. 

May I ask for one more thing, and that is we should like to add a 
paragraph in clarification of one of our statements, if that may be 
added later to the record, but not today. We will not present it today. 

Senator Gors. Several have testified with respect to two bills. It 
seems to me that there is no serious divergence between the intent or 
the effect of the Neuberger bill and the Kuchel bill. I am going to 
venture to suggest that Senators Neuberger and Kuchel compose the 
differences between their two bills in the most expeditious way and 
that they submit a joint bipartisan amendment to the subcommittee. 

Do you agree with that suggestion? 

Mrs. Hoop. I think that is fine. 

In asking for the privilege of submitting a paragraph, that is in line 
with Mr. Netherton’s testimony just now of the wording, the sug- 
gested wording, to express what is intended in the exception 4 of the 
Kuchel bill. We had some suggestions made to us, and that is what 
we should like to see presented to you for your consideration. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Is there another proponent? 

If not, the committee will adjourn until 2 o’clock, when opponents 
will be heard. 

(Thereupon, at 12:23 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed, to 
reconvene at 2 p. m. this day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

There will be included in the record at this point a letter and state- 
ment from Mr. Scott Lucas. 

(The letter and statement follow:) 


Wasuinaron, D. C., March 7, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GorE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR GORE: On behalf of the Roadside Business Association, I had 
intended to testify on the pending bills to regulate outdoor advertising on Tues- 
day, March 11, responsive to your announcement that hearings would be held on 
Monday, Mareh 10 and March 11. I should have preferred to testify on Mon- 
day, but a long-standing engagement in Chicago, which it was impossible to can- 
cel, made it necessary for me to forgo the opportunity of testifying on Monday. 

However, having been informed now that you intend to confine the hearings to 
Monday, and since it will be impossible for me to appear in person before your 
subcommittee on that day, I am submitting 20 copies of the statement I had 
expected to deliver in person on Tuesday, and ask that you incorporate this state- 
ment in the record, together with this letter. 

With every good wish, I am 

Yours most sincerely, 
Scorr W. Lucas. 


STATEMENT OF SCOTT W. LUCAS, COUNSEL FOR THE ROADSIDE 
BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is 
Scott W. Lucas. I am an attorney, with offices at 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., Washington, D. C., and am submitting this statement 
on behalf of the Roadside Business Association. 
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I shall not presume on your time too much today. As you will 
recall, I testified quite at length a little less than a year ago before you 
on S. 963, and I respectfully refer you to that testimony. I believe 
that my statement last March accurately reflected all the reasons why 
the Federal Government should stay out of this activity of controlling 
outdoor advertising. Perhaps a simpler way of putting it is to quote 
the distinguished chairman of the subcommittee, who, in May of 
1955, when a similar amendment offered by Senator Neuberger was 
before the Senate, said, 

It may be that the committee has erred in including a provision which is 
extraneous to highway legislation. 

This statement of the Senator from Tennessee wraps the whole 
thing up neatly, for: 

(1) It is extraneous to highway legislation to talk about either 
Senator Neuberger’s or Senator Kuchel’s bill as promoting safety, 
when there is no evidence—l repeat, no evidence—that outdoor 
advertising signs contribute to accidents on the highways. 

(2) It is extraneous to highway legislation to amend the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1956 to provide for the regulation of outdoor 
advertising, when that law was passed for, among other things, 
defense purposes; and it is ridiculous to relate the control of advertis- 
ing by the Federal Government to national defense. 

(3) It is extraneous to highway legislation to raid the trust fund, 
which is to be built up for highway construction, in order to pay a 
bonus to States. When the administration recommended a measure 
under which some $68 million would be diverted annually from this 
trust fund, the distinguished chairman of this subcommittee said on 
the floor of the Senate on February 13, 1958, “‘I vigorously oppose 
these proposals to raid the fund.”” And this $68 million is peanuts 
compared to either the three-fourths of 1 percent additional which 
would be offered under Senator Neuberger’s bill or the 1 percent 
additional which would be offered under Senator Kuchel’s bill. 

(4) It is extraneous to highway legislation to advocate a measure 
aimed at outdoor advertising and knowingly permit commercial, 
agricultural and industrial eyesores at the same time. 

(5) It is extraneous to highway legislation to identify, as both 
Senator Neuberger’s and Senator Kuchel’s bills do, their bills as 
promoting interstate commerce when there is not the slightest evidence 
that outdoor advertising interferes with interstate commerce. As a 
matter of fact, it is outdoor advertising which promotes interstate 
commerce. 

(6) It is extraneous to highway legislation to predicate legislation 
on the thin reed of State zoning, yet under both bills the zoning power 
of the State must be exercised in order to carry out the intent of the 
bills. I believe it is time to put a stop to this nonsense that any 
State can pass any zoning laws which will in all cases be sustained by 
the courts. Less than a year ago, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania 
held invalid a zoning ordinance which would have required residential 
construction a certain number of feet back from the street in an agri- 
cultural area. That distinguished court pointed out that such a 
zoning ordinance bore no reasonable relationship to the health or 
safety or morals of the community and was unreasonable and an 
improper exercise of the police power. That court cited with approval 
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an earlier decision in Pennsylvania to the effect that the exercise of 
the police power 

must have a substantial relation to the public good within the spheres held proper. It 
must not be from an arbitrary desire to resist the natural operation of economic laws 
or for purely esthetic considerations. [Emphasis added.] (Charles Schmalz v. 
Buckingham Township Zoning Board of Adjustment, Supreme Court of Pennsyl- 
vania, June 3, 1957.) 

(7) It is extraneous to highway legislation to contemplate a measure 
which purports to authorize a State highway department to commit a 
State. Such a measure could only invite litigation and delays in the 
program at a time when the distinguished chairman of this subcom- 
mittee has said, 

Quite frankly, the progress made in getting actual construction underway is 
not as rapid as I should like to see it. 

(8) It is extraneous to highway legislation to dangle a lure in front 
of the States in the form of dollars, in order to get them to surrender 
their own ideas of control or regulation in order to conform to the 
Federal Government’s. You will recall that less than a month ago, 
in testifying before you, the president of the American Association of 
State Highway Officials said that his association feels that controlling 
outdoor advertising is a matter that should be handled by the in- 
dividual States and is not a subject for Federal legislation. 

(9) It is extraneous to highway legislation to initiate action that is 
certain to result in the beginning of the liquidation of the sound, 
legitimate American business which outdoor advertising is. 

(10) It is extraneous to highway legislation to consider seriously a 
bill which is but an entering wedge in Government control of all 
advertising. As Senator Potter said: “What I fear in connection 
with this whole subject is that a law limiting billboard advertising 
may well be the camel’s nose under the tent flap, and may very well 
result in further encroachment by the Federal Government in the 
field of regulating advertising.” 

(11) It is extraneous to highway legislation to push legislation 
which will have a serious impact on the millions of dollars invested 
in small businesses along the highweys. 

(12) It is extraneous to highway legislation to make it impossible 
for farmers to increase their modest cash incomes through the leasing 
of unproductive land. 

(13) It is extraneous to highway legislation, especially now during 
what may perhaps be termed “‘a recession,”’ to support a measure which 
would affect adversely thousands of wage earners directly, in addition 
to those employed in related lines of lithography, materials fabrication, 
manufacture of electrical appliances, reflectors, bulbs, switches, and 
transformers, all engaged in the outdoor advertising industry and 
dependent upon it for their livelihood. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the distin- 
guished chairman of this subcommittee was a hundred percent right 
3 years ago when he said that the bill then under consideration was 
extraneous to highway legislation. What has happened in the past 
3 years that makes such legislation now relevant and pertinent? 

Finally, I am attaching for the record an article, Outdoor Criticism 
Is Loaded, from the January 17, 1958, issue of Advertising Agency 
magazine. This article analyzes the various polls which have been 
taken on this subject, including the Trendex Poll of which so much was 








: 
; 
j 
k 


SAO NS TRENT 


RS NE 9 





46 CONTROL OF ADVERTISING ON INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 


made at the time of the prior hearing. It also shows that two of the 
polls, namely, the Daniel Starch Poll and the poll by Data, Inc., of 
Washington, D. C., showed exactly the reverse, namely, that the great 
majority of the people sampled did not object to billboard advertising. 
One of the significant quotations from this article is the following: 


Any survey is certainly going to be influenced by the publie emotion of the times. 
With the introduction of Senator Neuberger’s bill, the press had whipped up a 
large measure of sentiment against ‘‘outdoor.’’ Further, there is the sly difference 
which is involved in asking people whether they are in favor of restrictions, rather 
than asking whether they are against the existence of something. Many are 
willing to be in favor of control (not knowing exactly what that control would be), 
but who would be opposed to the elimination of something. 


[Extract from article Outdoor Criticism Is Loaded in January 17, 1958, issue of Advertising Agency 
magazine] 


ANALYSIS OF SAMPLING OPINION PoLLs ON OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 


It was inevitable that with criticism of an emotional sort in the preponderance, 
attempts would be made to season it with research. Research is factual; calm, 
cold, hard-nosed. You can’t be fooled by figures as you can by words. At least, 
that’s the theory. 

Only thing wrong with the theory is that for every study which proves black is 
black there is often one which can be found showing that black is white and, two 
which indicate it’s all gray. 

So it is with the outdoor question. In March of last year, Trendex undertook 
a survey of what people thought of outdoor advertising. Their method, of course, 
is the use of a telephone technique with a selected national sample. 

At the time of the survey, Senator Neuberger’s bill for control of outdoor ad- 
vertising had been introduced but, according to Jack Boyle, director of Trendex 
news poll, the bill was not mentioned in the interviews. 

The results of the poll swept heavily against outdoor. For the restriction of out- 
door were 65.9 percent ; against such control were 25.9 percent; the rest, no opinion. 
It varied somewhat from area to area. In the Far West, 85.7 favored restrictions; 
while in the Midwest, this dropped to 67.3 percent, and in the East, it was 61.4 
percent. 

The reasons given for attitudes against outdoor were principally the well-known 
belief that billboards were a safety hazard, and second, the attitude that they 
destroyed highway beauty. 

It might be expected that Senator Neuberger would find this survey to his 
liking. He did, and he used it, introducing it into Senate Subcommittee on Public 
Works hearing testimony. 

There are a couple of things worth noting about this survey. Any survey is 
certainly going to be influenced by the public emotion of the times. With the 
introduction of Senator Neuberger’s bill, the press had whipped up a large measure 
of sentiment against outdoor. Further, there is the sly difference which is 
involved in asking people whether they are in favor of restrictions, rather than 
asking whether they are against the existence of something. Many are willing 
to be in favor of control (not knowing exactly what that control would be), but 
who would be opposed to the elimination of something. 

In addition, the issue was complicated (albeit legitimately) by inquiring about 
structures along the roadside (hotdog stands, service stations, and similar struc- 
tures). This tends to confuse in the respondent’s mind his mental picture of the 
highway. 

In asking whether present State laws for control of billboards were adequate, 
the weight was not quite as much against the outdoor industry. New laws are 
needed according to 47.6 percent, and 24.3 percent found them adequate. That 
was the Trendex picture. 

The Trendex study cannot be accepted as definitive. There is an equally 
good study on the other side. Daniel Starch & Staff conduct the continuing 
study of outdoor advertising. Starch studies, as agency people know, are con- 
ducted to show the impression which advertising makes. Starch is a known, 
respected, independent research organization. It was asked by Outdoor Adver- 
tising, Inc., to add to its regular series of questions a group pertaining to the 
publie’s attitudes toward outdoor advertising. 
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These results have not been given any publicity. This could not be because i 
OAI feared the results. Perhaps they thought it unseeming to reveal the favcr- | 
able results. Senator Neuberger had no such reluctance with the Trendex study. 

The Starch study asked several special questions. The sample covered all | 
urban markets of 2,500 population and over. An actual probability sample of i 
1,268 was used. (No statement was made by Trendex on their sample, but it [ 
probably was comparable.) 

The Starch interviewees were asked their opinion concerning outdoor adver- 
tising, i. e., ‘In your opinion, is outdoor billboard advertising attractive and 
pleasant to see?’”’ This was a question of particular significance. The results to 
that question were: 80 percent answered ‘“‘Yes,’’ and 12 percent, ‘‘No.” Very 
little variation was evident between male and female. 

One other question (there were five) had particular significance. It was: ‘Is 
there anything you do not like about outdoor billboard advertising?” The 
response to this question was: Only 20 percent said ‘‘Yes,”’ while 71 percent said 
“No.” Again, the variation between male and female was no more than 3 
percent. Of the reasons for dislike, the biggest, 9 percent, was ‘Dislike posters 
that obetrnyt the scenery, spoil the landscape.’”’ Only 5 percent cited safety 
hazard. 

You might say, ‘Take your pick.”’ It seems you can find a survey to fit your 
purpose: However, there was one other on the same subject. Data, Inc., an 
independent research organization in Washington, D. C., undertook a completely 
noncommercial survey on outdoor. As a project for the Ad Club of Washington, 
not financed by anyone, they undertook a survey of 500 families in Washington, 
including the opinion of all members of the families. 

They found more than 80 percent of Washington families are in favor of bill- 
board advertising (however, only 25 percent thought existing zoning commissions 
were doing an adequate job in controlling outdoor). 

It. remains—take your pick. But, don’t be sold too quickly. 


Senator Gorr. Mr. Earl Johnson, representing the American Hotel 
Association, from Houghton Lake, Mich. 


STATEMENT OF EARL M. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS, AMERICAN HOTEL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am Earl M. Johnson, owner and operator of Johnson’s Rustic Resort, 
Houghton Lake, Mich. I have the honor of serving as chairman of 
the board of directors of the American Hotel Association. I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to reflect briefly to you the viewpoint of our 
industry regarding S. 963, S. 3218, and S. 3014. 

We have watched with great interest the dev elopment of the high- 
way program under the auspices of your committee. We realize full 
well that it is a mark of progress in the United States for us to 
straighten and widen and improve our Federal routes. This process 
involves, unfortunately, the bypassing of many cities and towns. 
Located in those cities and towns are hotels, restaurants, filling sta- 
tions, and other service establishments, which are likely to be isolated 
from the traveling public. 

There is already conclusive evidence, substantiating our fear that 
the new and wider and straighter routes may result in reducing hotel 
business in those towns which are bypassed. 

The hotel-industry witness last year, Everett Allen, who came down 
from Pennsylvania, gave you persuasive evidence of the adverse 
impact upon us. Travel by out-of-State cars trebled in the eastern 
section of Pennsylvania in the 2 or 3 years immediately following 
construction of the turnpike, and yet the hotels in that section of the 
State saw a severe reduction in their gross volume of business. So 
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I do want you to know that we are not talking about some mythical 
situation. In spite of this, the hotel industry has stood foursquare 
behind the new Federal highway program. 

But we are truly alarmed over the proposal to ban advertising along 
the Interstate System. The advocates of this program argue that 
the removal of objectionable signboards would make the highways 
more scenic, and would reduce traffic hazards. They fail to mention, 
however, that this provision would prove a windfall to some, and 
most damaging to others. 

For instance, 5, 963 states clearly that in those areas along Federal 
routes which are zoned for commercial structures, advertising will be 
permitted. But it is only advertising for those places of business which 
are located therein. In other words, a new motel can come into being 
overnight and reap a harvest from these captive motorists, while a 
sizable city, a mile or two off the highway, perhaps containing fine 
hotels, is prohibited from making any bid for business whatsoever. 

The hotel industry would like to pose two arguments in opposition 
to the measures now before your committee: 

First, we respectfully submit that the Federal Government should 
not set up a nationwide formula, calling upon the States to conform, 
Whether you call it a reward for conformance, or a penalty for non- 
conformance, or what, it would certainly amount to considerable 
pressure if a State were obliged to ban all roadside advertising in order 
to enjoy additional grants from Federal funds. 

Senator Gorr. You are aware that neither the Neuberger bill nor 
the Kuchel bill contains any such provision as vou are discussing 
here? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

You would be invading a field where the States have had complete 
jurisdiction throughout the period of our Nation’s history. 1t would 
constitute a revolutionary step for the Federal Government to dic- 
tate the ground rules for all 48 States. 

Sadond we would like to emphasize vigorously the fact that the 
privilege of advertising along these new routes should be open to 
everyone, or closed to everyone. It should not be a privilege offered 
to a select few who might elect to build new establishments adjacent 
to the right-of-way, whereas properties in nearby cities and towns, 
which are to be bypassed, would be forbidden to advertise. 

Billboard advertising, if it is effective, must create goodwill. In 
his interrogation of witnesses last year, Senator Case brought out the 
fact that one seldom encounters a type of advertising message which is 
objectionable. I assure you that hotels of the country certainly strive 
to use good taste in any advertising which we employ. 

Our witness last year related the fact that the dislocation of existing 
channels of business is sometimes noted at cities hundreds of miles 
away from these new Federal routes. Senator Revercomb expressed 
considerable interest in the illustration which dealt with a hotelman 
in Petersburg, W. Va. 

When the eastern terminus of the Pennsylvania Turnpike was 
Bedford, a great deal of traffic from the West, bound for the South- 
eastern States turned off the turnpike at Bedford, catching southbound 
routes from there. A great share of the business enjoved by Peters- 
burg came from this southbound traffic. However, now that the 
turnpike is completed to Philadelphia, the great preponderance of the 
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traffic moves to the eastern terminal before swinging south. So i 
numerous cities, great distances from a turnpike, have been adversely 
affected. The routing of traffic a hundred miles away can frequently 
mean the difference between profit and loss on a hotel operation. 

We cite this illustration only to reveal that it is an actual down-to- 
earth problem with existing service establishments as to how we adjust 
to these developments. 

Let me discuss next the use of directional signs. Frankly, the 
hotel industry has experienced competitive disadvantage to date, 
where such signs are used on expressways and turnpikes. State com- 
missions which have jurisdiction over these highways have almost 
universally seemed to favor the use of directional signs, pointing to 
motel area. 

May I respectfully inquire of the committee whether there is any 
assurance that hotels will be given equal treatment with motels, in 
the use of directional signs, in the event that this legislation is enacted? 

We feel that wherever a directional sign indicates the location of a 
motel, at the same place a directional sign showing the distance to 
the next hotel should be erected also. Also, at interchanges, or in 
areas zoned for commercial construction, where new motels will be 
permitted to advertise, nearby hotels should be permitted to advertise 
also. 

At least, we think that the use of directional signs should be allowed, 
advising the motorist that hotel accommodations are available at 
a specified distance ahead. Such safeguards would tend to minimize 
the adverse impact of such legislation on our industry. 

Let me cite another potential source of trouble and harassment 
growing out of this Federal highway system. In one State, about 
which I have been informed, the turnpike Commission publishes a list 
of approved hotels, motels, restaurants, et cetera, which are located 
on or near the turnpike. But in order to be assured a place on that 
list, each property must conform to a certain set of requirements laid 
down by the commission. Some of these are extra-legal, and involve 
the use of police power not properly resident in that commission. 

We assume that in due course of time the Federal system will 
absorb new throughways and turnpikes built in a number of Eastern 
States, so we might well inherit a hornets’ nest of this type of evil, in 
the event that the Federal Government assumes control over this 
aspect of intrastate business. 

In my own State of Michigan, we have had a law on the books for 
many years prohibiting the use of reflector buttons on highway signs. 
The statute also requires that there be no advertising within 500 feet 
of a railroad crossing. Our hotels in Michigan have never objected to 
this. We recognize it as a right of the State to impose certain controls. 
And so long as those controls are uniform, across-the-board, we intend 
to cooperate fully with the State agencies which administer the con- 
trols. 

Washington newspapers, within the last few days, have reported 
that as much as $8 million benefits, in additional highway funds, 
might be available to the State of Maryland, over and above its 
regular allocation, if it was entirely in conformance with the Federal 
regulations. It seems to us that such a large sum of money would 
inevitably compel most of the States to come into compliance, even 
though the proposals might be impractical and burdensome. The 
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very fact, however, that Maryland has exercised its right to ban bill- 
boards within 600 feet of any limited-access highways, illustrates 
once more that States can and do establish needed controls in this field. 

I can assure you that the hotel industry will comply fully, because 
here again, the principle exists that where one type of advertiser is 
precluded from the use of billboards, all advertisers will be precluded 
from employing such facilities. 

While he did end up by arguing in favor of some form of national 
control over billboard advertising, we understand that President 
Eisenhower stated clearly that it was desirable that such control, 
and regulation, be left to the States. We contend that the States have 
successfully dealt with this problem, and have set up controls wherever 
they felt that such controls were justified. 

We are informed that when he first testified before your committee 
a year ago, Bertram D. Tallamy, the new Federal Highway Adminis- 
trator, expressed the view that jurisdiction over advertising along the 
Federal highways should be reserved to the States. Whether he was 
subsequently persuaded by others to change that point of view, J 
do not know. But as one presumed qualified to accept the position of 
Federal Highway Administrator, his lifetime observations and 
experience should certainly be recognized. 

Gentlemen, I am grateful for this opportunity to describe our 
industry’s position to vou. 

Senator Kucuge.. Mr. Johnson, do you look with favor on State 
legislation to zone the use to which private property may be put along 
the Interstate System? 

Mr. Jonnson. Senator, our position is this, that we as an industry 
as a whole will comply with any regulations providing that they do not 
give a competitive advatange to anybody. In other words, if the law 
of the State or if the law of the Federal Government is on an equal 
competitive basis we are for it. We can realize the good points of 
this Federal thought that you have in mind now but we don’t want to 
be left at a disadvantage where our competitors are given some better 
break than we might have on an equal basis. 

Senator Kucuen. Then, as a matter of principle you, as a citizen, 
do look with favor on State legislation to regulate or to control the use 
to which private property may be put alongside the Interstate High- 
way System within each State? 

Mr. Jonnson. Now, you are speaking of me as an individual? 

Senator Kucnuet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, and I can, I believe, answer for most State hotel 
associations in general, that what is fair to everybody in a competitive 
sense will be agreeable to the hotels in that State. 

Senator Kucue:t. Now, with respect to the statement of policy 
which was first reflected in the Secretary of Commerce’s statement to 
this committee last year and which I think is pretty carefully recog- 
nized in the statement of policy which each of these three bills has in 
their own provisions, what is there in that statement of policy to 
which you would object? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, Senator, I have not had an opportunity to 
study this bill, and I do not know just what it bas. I just could not 
answer your question because J am not thoroughly familiar with this. 

Senator Kucnuet. You see, I think you were here this morning? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 
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Senator Kucue.. I think most of the people who testified this 
morning feel that—there was one exception, but most of them—the 
Federal Government does have an interest in maintaining scenic 
beauty in America along a new 41,000-mile system in which the Fed- 
eral Government contributes 90 percent of the cost. 

But I think also they recognize that as a matter of policy each 
State ought to adopt its own zoning regulations. It has been con- 
tended, I think perhaps with a good deal of merit, that the Federal 
Government has the constitutional authority to regulate, neverthe- 
less, there is a policy question; each 1 of these 3 bills has determined 
that it should be the States which should act in this field. In order 
to supply an incentive to each State to act these three bills will give 
an incentive payment to the State if it adopted its own law with 
respect to zoning the use to which private property would be put 
along the Interstate Highway System. 

Now, I would not want to see your hotel industry discriminated 
against—we ought to be opposed to discrimination—period. I was 
not aware of the situation in one State where motels were advertised 
to the exclusion of hotels, but that would not be a problem associated 
with this present series of three bills we have before us. Indeed, the 
position which you take on discrimination has arisen in the absence 
of any Federal legislation on the subject. That is true, is it not? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, Senator, as this bill is written now, may I 
read 2 or 3 lines? 

Senator Kvcuren. Yes. Which bill are you referring to? 

Mr. Jounson. We are referring to S. 3218, your bill, Senator. 

Senator Kucuegu. All right. 

Mr. JoHNSON (reading): 


19. Signs advertising activities being conducted wpon the property on which 
such signs are located. 

Now, you see if there is a motel, let us say, immediately at the 
turnoff there and in a position to erect a huge sign that says ‘‘Motel”’ 
we feel that there is not a possibility in the world of a hotel of any size 
being moved from the city maybe 2 miles away so that people would 
also know that there is a hotel within just a few minutes, but the one 
building that was permitted to build right there, adjacent to the turn- 
off would certainly have a major advantage. 

Senator Kucue.. That advantage comes from the location which it 
occupies as against the hotel? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Senator Kucnk.. | might say when I travel I prefer to go into a 
town and stay in a hotel. 

Mr. Jounson. Well, thank you, Senator, 

Senator Kucuen.. That is nght. But, I doubt that anyone could 
successfully contend that property on which a person has a business 
which he owns could not be used by him to advertise what he had 
there available to the public. I mean, to me your argument does not 
go to the proposals in these three bills. 

Mr. Jounson. Well, Senator, we are also interested in this matter 
of directional signs, ‘Motel area ahead.’’ We have no objection to 
that sort of a wording, but we feel that if the motels are to be adver- 
tised in this way that it should say a hotel and motel area, or a motel 
and hotel area. 
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Senator Kucnev. And if | may most respectfully say, sir, the forum 
for that argument of yours aid be the legislative body which was 
sitting in judgment over what it deemed to be a reasonable attempt 
to comply with the statement of national policy which is in our three 
bills; in a word, and I shall not prolong this—in a word each of these 
proposals endeavors to give an incentive to States to zone on a reason- 
able basis in accordance with a national policy which I think is quite 
foolproof. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Mr. John Dwight Sullivan representing the Adver- 
tising Federation of America. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN DWIGHT SULLIVAN, GENERAL COUNSEL 
TO THE ADVERTISING FEDERATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Sutuivan. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, in light of your 
caveat this morning and recommendation this afternoon I shall not 
attempt to describe myself and my organization again, although it 
does appear in the printed statement that I brought with me which 
with some slight modifications is substantially what I said a year ago 
this time. But I would, sir, like to state and even amplify some of 
the background with the point of view of the organization that I rep- 
resent and here I follow, if not exactly, pretty closely to the mimeo- 
graphed text that I used and I assure you I shall not be longer because 
of my statement. 

One of the principal functions of the federation has been and is to 
promote truth in advertising, to establish and maintain standards of 
good taste, both as to form and content. The federation does not 
oppose the regulation of advertising per se. Its members believe that 
in the long run voluntary and cooperative action and regulation upon 
State and local levels produce an effective safeguard of the public 
interest and will prevent abuse of the right to advertise. The federa- 
tion has actively supported legislation at the State level designed to 
curb so-called bait advertising, specifically in the States of New York 
and Ohio. 

There is no segment of the advertising business more acutely con- 
scious of public opinion than the organized outdoor advertising in- 
dustry. It isa legitimate, although a relatively small, segment of the 
entire advertising industry. It serves a useful purpose and it promotes 
the national economy in that it helps in the sale and distribution of 
goods and services. I do not speak for the local advertiser who, 
under the provisions of these bills, could still erect signs of an objec- 
tional nature, provided only that the signs are on his own property. 

The purpose of the Federal-Aid Highway Act was to increase inter- 
state transportation and to assist in providing for the national defense, 
and I emphasize, sir, it was not to create a 41,000-mile parkway. 
Each of these bills begins with a declaration of policy to which refer- 
ence was made a few minutes ago. If I might interpolate for a moment, 
the question Senator Kuchel raised with the preceding witnesses—I 
cannot agree with that statement set forth on page 2 of your bill, 
which says it ought to be flatly a prohibition and against all advertis- 
ing within 600 feet except within the limited four categories. I want 
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to make my own position and that of my organization abundantly 
clear, sir. 

Senator Kucue.. Would you indicate what you believe is the proper 
principle with respect to the use of property alongside of the Inter- 
state System in any State? 

Mr. Sutuivan. I do, sir. I would be very glad to do it now and 
amplify—either way. 

Senator Kucuet. If it is in your statement, all right. 

Mr. Suuirvan. I think it is, sir. 

I have repeated in my statement here the declaration to encourage 
and assist the States for the purpose of safeguarding public travel— 
No. 1; promoting interstate commerce, protecting the public invest- 
ment, and preserving scenic beauty and points or shrines of historical 
significance. 

The testimony that I heard a year ago upon a predecessor bill—and 
I have reviewed it and I have it with me—did not establish that there 
is any substantial relation between roadside outdoor advertising and 
public safety. Ihave read, and I am sure it was a part of your record, 
Mr. Chairman, statements put in last year, statements from several 
accident insurance companies on that specific point. There simply 
are not any statistics available on it at all. 

I am unable to understand how the limitation, in some cases the 
virtual prohibition of outdoor roadside advertising as carried on by 
the organized industry, will promote interstate commerce or protect 
the public investment. It may preserve scenic beauty, depending 
upon the eye and judgment of the beholder. 

Again, I am not speaking for or about the local advertiser who is 
not touched under the provisions of these bills. 

Each of these bills would give to one man, the Secretary of Com- 
merce—and might I put in parenthetically in actual practice it means 
the staff of the Secretary of Commerce, it could not be anything else 
in practice—the power to limit, if not to take away, the right of the 
adjacent property owner to lease his property for outdoor advertising 
purposes, provided only that the States accept the inducements of 
three-quarters of 1 percent or 1 percent as provided in these bills. 

I have not seen or heard of any proposed set of regulations. If 
they exist I don’t know about them, Mr. Chairman. 

Is it the purpose of these bills to authorize the Secretary to establish 
a single and uniform standard for all the States? Or is he to be au- 
thorized to establish varying standards depending upon the topog- 
raphy, density of population, and other factors? I do not know and I 
have not been able to find out in reading the bills, sir. 

S. 963 and S. 3041 do not say. 5S. 3218 is more specific—in your bill, 
Senator Kuchel, I thought I knew up to about noon today more 
precisely the prohibitions that were listed, but as of the testimony 
given just before recess, I am not so sure as I read it right; now this 
is frankly what bothers me, just as a matter of bill drafting: Signs 
erected—and I am now in subparagraph 4—‘“‘Signs erected or main- 
tained upon land pursuant to specific State or local laws or regula- 
toms *: * 9 

This is what I do not know, Senator. Suppose a State by any 
reason, by simple default, hadn’t up until the time this bill ever 
became law adopted any regulations? Now, it says specific regula- 
tion. I frankly do not know how it would apply in actual practice 
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and I raise that, sir, not so much as an objection but rather as one 
where I think clarification is honestly required and to make it perfectly 
sure what is meant one way or the other. 

That bill, that is your bill, Senator, provides for the prohibition of 
roadside advertising except in the four categories listed in the pro- 
posed amendment to section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1956. 

And now, Mr. Chairman, and Senators, may I respectfully call your 
attention and urge that you and your staff read the decision in the 
case of Schmalz v. Buckingham (389 Pa. 295) decided by the Supreme 
Court of Pennsylvania in June 1957, the court said, quoting from 
Euclid et al. v. Ambler Realty Company (272 U.S.), and referring to a 
zoning ordinance,— 

Thus the question whether the power exists to forbid the erection of a building 
of a particular kind or for a particular use— 
and here I have skipped some of the text which I have in full before 
me— 
is to be determined not by an abstract consideration of the building or of the 
thing considered apart, but by considering it in connection with the circumstances 
and the locality. 

And the court supplied its own emphasis on that particular lan- 
guage. 

The court in that case further quoted in its decision the language in 
Medinger Appeal (377 Pa. 217, 225, 104 A. 2d 118) 

The natural or zealous desire of many zoning boards to protect, improve and 
develop their community, to plan a city or a township or a community that is 
both practical and beautiful, and to conserve the property values as well as the 
“tone” of that community iscommendable. Put they must remember that prop- 
erty owners have certain rights which are ordained, protected and preserved in 
our Constitution and which neither zeal nor worthwhile objectives can impinge 
upon or abolish. 

The enactment of these bills or any of them would lead to endless 
litigation similar to that in the Schmalz v. Buckingham case. 

The Advertising Federation of America is opposed to these bills 
upon the following specific grounds: 

These bills constitute a reflection upon the entire outdoor industry. 
They presuppose that the States are either unable or unwilling to 
establish appropriate limitations and controls on outdoor advertising 
in light of the particular conditions and the topography of the several 
States. They offer an inducement to the States to surrender their 
natural and proper control of the roadway within the States in return 
for a bonus. 

The facts are that at least 31 States have their own advertising 
codes. Specifically, the State of New York has had a provision in the 
conservation law for years preventing the use of signs and advertising 
structures within 500 feet of the border of any State park or parkway, 
and I emphasize State park or parkway, except under written permit 
from the regional State park commission in which the park or parkway 
is located. 

Connecticut permits any town, city or borough to establish zoning 
regulations and to regulate the height, size and location of advertising 
signs and billboards within the limit of those towns, cities or boroughs. 
New Jersey requires special permission from the State tax commis- 
sioner before any outdoor advertising sign can be constructed and 
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gives him the power to prevent the construction of any signs which 
in his judgment would be injurious to property or seriously “affect the 
public interest. I cite these as examples of what States can do and 
actually do to preserve the natural scenery and beauty of their parks 
and parkways. 

Where the roads are actually parkways, the roadsides have been 
protected and the beauty of the natural scenery preserved—witness 
the Merritt Parkway in Connecticut, the Garden State Parkway in 
New Jersey and the New York State Thruway. 

We challenge the validity of the proposed legislation. We contend 
that even if the several States should accept the agreements proposed 
in these bills, they could not lawfully deprive their citizens and 
property owners of a legitimate property right primarily for an 
esthetic purpose. 

We respectfully urge that this honorable committee disapprove the 
bill. 

Now, sir, might I add this in light of something that was said here 
just before noon today. 

The representative, Commissioner Moses, was here and he spoke in 
support of these bills or at least specifically in favor of one of them 
May I add this personal note. I have known Commissioner Moses 
and have done business with him so to speak for more than 20 years 
when I was a public officer in the city of New York. I have also 
done some business with him while I was engaged in private practice, 
The statement made this morning with respect to legislation is the 
purest understatement of the week, 

Commissioner Moses furnished in his own case the perfect refutation 
of the idea that States cannot and will not give their own appropriate 
agencies the right to regulate. Yesterday I drove 40 miles over 
Commissioner Moses’ parkways down to the airport on Long Island, 
and I did not go down through a billboard alley or a casoline oully. 
He has had the power for years, the same power can be exercised by 
other States, and I submit that with all due respect to Commissioner 
Robert Moses that is hardly a valid argument to be advanced in 
support of this proposed legislation. 

Senator Scort (presiding). Any questions? 

Senator Kucurex. Do I understand, Mr. Sullivan, that you object 
to any Federal incentive legislation in this field? 

Mr. Suuuivan. Very flatly, absolutely, sir, and on the ground of 
principle. Principle as I see it at least. 

Senator Kucuet. All right, sir. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Mobley, the American Motel Association. 


STATEMENT OF H. H. MOBLEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF 
THE AMERICAN MOTOR HOTEL ASSOCIATION, KANSAS CITY, 
MO. 


Mr. Mosuiry. Senator Scott, members of the committee, last year 
we appeared before this committee in opposition to S. 963. Subse- 
quently S. 963 was amended to provide for a limited category of signs 
deemed to be in the public interest. 

5. 3041 incorporates the same provision; S. 3218 does not. 

We would like to believe that essential rdadleits services, such as 
lodging, motor fuel, and food, were in the committee’s thoughts when 
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this amendment was adopted. It is our contention that these serv- 
| ices are in the public interest. The language in the bill leaves to the 
i Secretary of Commerce the determination of what is in the public 





i interest. 
Senator Kucuge,. Which bill do you refer to there? 
| Mr. Mossy. S. 963 and 3041. 


According to testimony of Mr. Tallamy, signs were not prohibited 
along the New York Thruway—they were only controlled. Not a 
single permit has been issued because Mr. Tallamy and his successors 
did not believe them to be in the public interest. 

The motel industry is not opposed to reasonable control and regu- 
| lation of outdoor advertising, but we do not believe there are sufficient 
i. guaranties under S. 3041 or S. 963. 

i As a matter of principle, we favor control at the State level. This 
could be achieved to a greater degree if paragraph B, page 1—and I 
am speaking of S. 3041 now—line 10 were changed to read: 

; To facilitate the implementation of the objectives set forth in subsection (a) 
f hereof, the Secretary of Commerce, in cooperation with the State highway depart- 
| ments, is directed to prepare and publish recommended standards for the regula- 
tion and control of the erection and maintenance of advertising signs * * *, 


and so forth. 

Cooperation with the highway departments is historic procedure 
and should be followed in this instance. 

Exemption (4)—speaking again of S. 963 and 3041—page 2, line 15 

. is too vague in defining signs determined to be in the public interest. 

| More acceptable language would be: “Signs relating to essential road- 
side services determined to be in the interest of the traveling public.” 
This would leave no doubt that such services as food, fuel, and lodging 
were recognized as a necessary corollary to highway travel. 

The limiting of signs determined to be in the public interest to 
5 percent of the total mileage, exclusive of bridges and tunnels, makes 
the entire exemption meaningless. 

Of the 41,000 miles in the Interstate System, well over 5 percent is 
in incorporated urban areas where signs already abound and where the 
660-foot easement is unworkable. This means that the generous 5 per- 

: cent is exceeded before we start. 

We recommend this reference be amended to read: “A percentum 
of such mileage, exclusive of incorporated areas, bridges, and tunnels.” 
We have no way of knowing whether 5 percent is a reasonable 
figure. We would prefer the percentage be left to the Secretary of 

Commerce and the State highway departments for determination 

after a study of the situation. 

S. 3218, while giving considerable more latitude to the States in the 
control and regulation of advertising, seems unworkable from a cost 
point of view. 

It is our contention that property rights in rural areas for the control 
of advertising can be acquired only through purchase. 

Senator Kucuret. Why do you say that? 

Mr. Mostey. The court decisions, some of which have been quoted 
here, seem to support the idea that when you get into rural areas that 
either the exercising of the right of eminent domain or the police 
powers of the State are not well-defined purely for esthetic purposes. 

Senator Kucue.. Well, I do not know that any zoning legislation 


on the statute books of the several States today is found simply as 
zoning on esthetic purposes. 
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Mr. Mostey. That is right, sir. 

Senator Kucne,. Anyway, your thought with respect to the bill 
I have introduced is that it would be unworkable because it would 
envision State zoning laws? 

Mr. Mostey. Right. 

Senator Kucue.. Which, in your judgment, make it unworkable? 

Mr. Mostey. That is right. 

Mr. Tallamy estimated this procedure would increase highway costs 
one and a half percent, or, on today’s estimate, $600 million. 5S. 3041 
allows 3 percent for the acquisition of such interest in lands, or, on the 
$40 billion program, $1,200 million. 

S. 3218 increases Federal participation to the State 1 percent, but 
prohibits its use in carrying out the program. 

Senator Kucuez. I would deny that. You state the reason why, 
in your judgment, it does prohibit its use in carrying out the program. 
What is your reason for saying that? 

Mr. Mostry. On page 3, line 12, provided that such Federal share 
shall not include any cost incurred in carrying out any such agreement. 

Senator Kucne:, And it is your understanding that my bill is 
unique in that regard and the other two bills do not contain similar 
language? 

Mr. Mostey. That is right, sir. 

Senator Kucue,. We had better clear that up while we have a 
chance to. 

Mr. Mostey. The other bills specifically provide that the money 
shall be used for the acquisition of rights and land. 

Senator Kucuex. I do want to interrupt you long enough, Mr. 
Mobley, to point out that in Mr. Neuberger’s bill, S. 963, on page 6, 
commencing at line 18 is this sentence, 

Such Federal share shall not include any costs incurred in carrying out any agree- 
ment entered into pursuant to this Act. 

I think that is precisely the same provision J have in my bill. 

Mr. Mostey. My objection to that bill would hold also, Senator, 
because I believe that is an unworkable provision in the bill. 

Our basic concern, gentlemen, is the terrific damage that will result 
to existing roadside businesses unless their unique and necessary serv- 
ices are recognized and adequately provided for in any legislation. 
We must oppose legislation that creates a monopoly for one segment 
of the roadside business industry and at the same time destroys the 
competitive position of another segment. 

Mr. Bugge, past president of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials, in his testimony before this committee, noted that 
many existing motels and other roadside business would-be sacrificed 
under these proposals, but, said Mr. Bugge: 

New and modern facilities will develop along the interstate routes and will 
create many times the assessed valuation and business that will be lost by these 
commercial establishments that rely on highway travel for business and will be 
left on the old roads. 

That is an accurate summary of what will happen if essential road- 
side services, bypassed as they will be, are prevented from advertising 
their location and the quality of their service to the highway user. 

Mr. Tallamy and Mr. Bugge emphasized that new facilities would 
mushroom around the uncontrolled interchanges, and I quote, “with 





58 CONTROL OF ADVERTISING ON INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 





ii their neon signs blazing,’’ because signs on property where the service 
is offered are exempt under these bills. A motel a half a mile away, 
around the corner, or over the hill on the old road is deprived of any 
contact with the interstate motorist. Never was such favoritism 
embodied in legislation. Thousands of existing independent  busi- 
nesses, off the interstate route but close enough to service the traffic, 
are to be needlessly sacrificed in favor of the corporate chains who 
will enjoy a pesition of privilege through legislation at the interchange. 

Gentlemen, the existing bypassed motel or other roadside ser vice 
business can compete, can continue to perform a necessary service 
to the public if it is not prevented from advertising its location and 
the quality of its service to the traveler. 

If we are concerned with the protection of the tremendous invest- 
ment being made in the Interstate System, the place to start would 
be the interchanges where uncontrolled development of business may 
well reduce the effectiveness of the expressway to handle traffic safely 
and expeditiously. 

Testifying before this committee, Mr. Tallamy said: 

Actually I know that industrial and commercial development in many thou- 
i sands of areas is going to take place near these interchanges, and will extend back 
f along the State highway, and to some extent along the Interstate System, and 
unless they are properly zoned and planned and some method of control takes 
place, they will be objectionable. 

Tallamy, referring to uncontrolled development of interchanges, 
stated to Senator Hruska: 

You have touched on a very important thing, but certainly it is a local matter 
and one that will have to be handled, in my opinion, at the State level at least, 
and probably at the community level. 

The inference would seem to be that the State is competent to 
control development around the interchanges but not competent to 
control the lesser problem of regulating advertising. 

Mr. Bugge stated: 

We have been admonishing the States on the need for planning these interchange 
areas to where they will not be crowded and operate to create traffic accidents 
and impede the flow of traffic to and from the traffic throughways of the inter- 
state route. 

The American Association of State Highway Officials advised its 
member highway departments December 5, 1957, by letter, and [ 
quote: 

} If proper planning, right-of-way taking and zoning is not done, these interchange 
sites will develop into bottlenecks for traffic leading to and from the high speed, 
high traffic density interstate routes. If some zoning control is not exercised, 
there could also be a lot of “junk property’’ developed that could bring on a future 
| program to provide for slum clearance along the interstate network at the inter- 
change locations. 
If we are interested in accident prevention, the efficient and low-cost 
movement of vehicle traffic, the protection of the $40 billion to be in- 
vested in the Interstate System, let’s put the $600 million proposed for 
the purchase of advertising rights where there is a problem that threat- 
ens the future of the entire Interstate System, the interchange. 
Some advertising may offend the esthetic senses but uncontrolled 
development at the interchange points can result in death to motorists 














and serious problems in egress and ingress. 
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The Interstate System took the highway off of Main Street but the 
uncontrolled interchange permits Main Streets by the thousands to 
spring up and impede the flow of traffic to and from the freeway. 
Around these interchanges, billboards and neon signs will be the order 
of the day, but the little fellow around the corner is being voted out of 
the parade. 

We urge that you approve no legislation that will deprive the 
highway user the right to make his selection of essential services. 
We urge that you assure these essential services the right to contact 
their market and, gentlemen, for the protection of the $40 billion 
Interstate System, extend the control of access along intersecting 
routes for a distance sufficient to control the ingress and egress to the 
freeway. 

Senator Scorr. Any questions? 

Mr. Mosuey. Senator, one other thing. In the testimony that. 
took place last year, Senator Neuberger asked if I had any specific 

references to what had happened to motels along the Interstate 

System or sections of the Interstate System or expressway systems 
where advertising has been controlled. I do not want to read them, 
but I would like to introduce into the record a report from the State 
of Oregon, and one from the State of New York, that was discussed by 
Mr. Tallamy a year ago before this committee. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection they will be mcluded. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


New York Moror Covurr Association, INc., 
Albany, N. Y., March 6, 1958. 
Mr. H. H. Mostey, 
Executive Vice President, American Motor Hotel Association, 
Mayflower Hotel, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Mosier: We understand that you are to testify at a congressional 
hearing in Washington next week and it is our feeling that you should include in 
the record the experience that has befallen many New York State motor courts 
since the advent of the thruway in 1954. 

The thruway runs due north out of New York City for 150 miles and, at Albany, 
turns west for another 350 miles to the Pennsylvania border. On its New York 
to Albany stretch it parallels Routes 9 and 9W (off which my own motel is located) 
and, from Albany west to the Pennsylvania line, it parallels U. S. Routes 5, 5S, 
and 20. All of these parallel roads are, or were before the thruway, major high- 
ways of national importance with a great number of roadside service businesses 
located on them. 

Within 1 year of its opening, the thruway wrought havoc with these business 
enterprises. In the case of motels, there was no provision made for letting the 
motorists on the high-speed, limited egress thruway know where our overnight 
stopping places were located. The general custom, consequently, is for the 
traveler to proceed to a sizable community where he is moderately sure of locating 
a hotel, or else he would leave the thr::way on the speculation that he might find 
the sort of motel he wanted close to one of the interchanges. 

The motor courts that lay in between the interchanges on the parallel roads 
I mention were really in the middle. First, their traffic was reduced to about 
40 percent of what it had been because the trend gravitated heavily to the high- 
speed Thruway. Second, they were so far away from the Thruway exit (as much 
as 10 miles in some instances) that they could never hope for any of the overflow: 

The figure of 40 percent is one that is generally used by enterprises that were on 
these 5 parallel roads. It is a cash register figure that has never been imple- 
mented by an actval survey but I feel sure it is close to the condition that has 
existed in the past 34 years. 

Many roedside enterprises on these roads have not been able to survive this 
cut in business. Others have reduced staff and cut expenses to the bone in order 
to continue in business. The opening of the Thruway hs had a grave effect on 
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the economies of the small communities that used to depend heavily on the 
patronage of the automobile traveler. 

Probably, the service stations, restaurants, and souvenir shops on these roads 
were hit even more severely than the motels since the State of New York built 
and leased such facilities for the users of the Thruway. Few, if any, Thruway 
travelers now leave that high-speed toll road to get their cars serviced or to buy 
pene since these State-owned facilities are conveniently located on the Thruway 
or them. 

This situation has given the New York Motor Court Association serious pause. 
Not only have many of our members been put out of business, or had their normal 
profits seriously cut, by the Thruway, but the even greater threat still persists 
that the State government may one day establish motels on this much-used 
highway. If it can set up restaurants and service stations on the pretext that 
it is for the convenience of the toll payers, why isn’t the next step the establish- 
ment of government-owned motor courts for the ‘convenience of the motorists?” 

We have made several serious efforts to get State legislation passed that will 
prevent this but we find we are opposed by the department of public works, the 
creator of the Thruway. It is a vicious, dangerous circle and the roadside busi- 
nesses in New York State, representing billions in investment and employing a 
great many thousands of people, are close to that circle’s vertex. 

We hope, Mr. Mobley, that you, as the spokesman for the motel industry at 
this important hearing, will say as emphatically as you can that the conditions 
brought about and perpetuated by the New York State Thruway must not 
prevail on any of the roads in the Interstate System. The small-business men 
who make automobile travel safe and comfortable deserve the cooperation of 
their governments—not their competiton. 

We favor the great new roads of the future because they will bring more and 
more people to our motels. But we insist that one of our great American 
freedoms—the freedom to make a living by our industry, investment, and service 
to the public—be nurtured, rather than hampered, by our governments, in the 
important decisions that are still to be made. 

Sincerely yours, 





Sot RosentHa., President. 





OREGON Motor Court ASSOCIATION, 
March 7, 1958. 
Mr. H. H. Mos try, 
Erecutive Vice President, American Motor Hotel Association, 
Kansas City, Mo. 

Dear Mr. Mos.ey: A survey of the situation regarding motels and roadside 
business bypassed or affected by controlled access along the Interstate System in 
Oregon reveals the following: 


I. Drain 

Bypassed by 5 miles, a former 20-unit motel, of modern concrete construction, 
with wall-to-wall carpet, has been operating on 20 percent occupancy or less. The 
motel, which is paid for, closes off most of its units, and the operator works else- 
where. 


II. Roseburg 

Bypassed by less than a mile off the business route loop, an attractive 14-unit 
ranch style motel, which was formerly directly on U. 8. 99 after 1 year was closed 
by the owner, because of foreed bankruptcy proceedings. 


III. Portland 

Bypassed by 10 miles (to the nearest freeway access), formerly directly on 
U.S. 99, a 20-unit, ultra modern motel lost nearly half of its business, and is now 
up a little over its low point, attributed to a series of full size, lighted billboards 
in freeway locations. 


IV. Canyonville 

Within view of the freeway, a 7-unit, first-class motel, with national rating, full 
every night on the old highway, lost 95 percent of its business for the first several 
weeks after the new freeway was opened in September, even though readily 
approachable through an access a half mile away. With the display of a few 
modest signs on the freeway some business has been secured during the last 
4 months, but the occupancy rate is extremely low. 
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V. Salem 

Capital city motels dropped to 20 percent average occupancy on the south 
side of town, when the freeway around Salem, Oreg., was opened. The situation 
was critical for several motels, even the newest, until signs were finally erected. 
Billboards are responsible for stimulating some business in this area, but several 
small motels have been forced into permanent rentals at a reduction of income 
by 40 to 50 percent. 

Many other individual examples of motels along U. 8. 99 and U. S. 30, put 
out of business, or with business crippled below profitable operation, can be 
cited if necessary. These are especially smaller motels, in bypassed communities 
or “loop”’ areas, which have not used roadside signs. 

Several examples can be cited of establishments which have maintained and 
even improved their business through appropriate roadside advertising, in spite 
of freeway route changes. 

We are continuing to record such matters and will report details as they are 
verified. Each situation reported may be fully substantiated and inspected. 

Yours very truly, 
H. Ray HENDERSON, 
Executive Secretary. 


Senator Revercoms. No questions, Mr. Chairman. I simply 
want to state that I bave been in attendance at the meeting of the 
Public Works Committee, the full committee on the Resolution 68 
dealing with the matter of expediting construction of public works, 
defense works, and that is the reason I have not been here. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Markham, of the Outdoor Advertising Associa- 
tion of America, Inc. 

Mr. Marxuam. One correction for the record. I am president of 
the Markham Advertising Co. in Pocatello, and the Outdoor Adver- 
tising Association of Chicago. 


STATEMENT OF HARLEY B. MARKHAM, PAST CHAIRMAN OF THE 
BOARD OF THE OUTDOOR ADVERTISING ASSOCIATION OF 
AMERICA, AND PRESIDENT OF THE MARKHAM ADVERTISING 
CO., OF POCATELLO, IDAHO 


Mr. Marxuam. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my 
name is Harley B. Markham. I am immediate past chairman of the 
board of the Outdoor Advertising Association of America, and presi- 
dent of the Markham Advertising Co. of Pocatello, Idaho. 

Before proceeding, may | take this opportunity to compliment you, 
Senator Gore, and the members of your subcommittee, for your 
vigorous efforts to expedite the building of the Interstate and National 
Defense Highway System. We are pleased to note that you are mak- 
ing every effort to hasten the construction program. 

Standardized Outdoor Advertising consists of 776 companies which, 
through affiliation in our association, offer uniform, self-regulated 
services in 15,380 communities throughout the country. We present 
the advertising messages on two types of structures—and only two— 
the poster panel, which is 12 feet by 25 feet, and the painted bulletin, 
which is somewhat larger. This constitutes the outdoor advertising 
medium. 

Speaking on behalf of the association, I should like to highlight the 
views of this advertising medium in respect to the various Federal 
proposals to control or prohibit outdoor advertising on privately 
owned lands adjacent to the Interstate Highway System. 
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Mr. Chairman, this is the third time in the short span of 3 years 
that the same proposals—or basically the same proposals—to control 
or prohibit outdoor advertising on privately owned lands adjacent to 
the Interstate Highway System. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the third time in the short span of 3 years 
that the same proposals—or basically the same proposals—to control 
or prohibit outdoor advertising have come before your committee for 
consideration. 

Everyone usually looks forward to spring. But, based on the record 
of the last 3 years, we in outdoor advertising do not, because spring 
seems to mark the open season on our medium. 

The proposals now before this committee present the same funda- 
mental objectives; they have not changed in the last 3 years. Those 
objectives, in a nutshell, are to prohibit outdoor advertising from 
appearing near the interstate highways or to control this advertising 
so that the net effect is almost the same. 

We dislike very much being placed in the position of having to 
appear in opposition to any phase of such a worthwhile and certainly 
much-needed project as the Interstate Highway System. 

Your committee has listened patiently and most courteously to 
what must have seemed to you to be an endless parade of witnesses. 
You have heard testimony from men actively engaged in outdoor 
advertising, from national advertisers, advertising agencies, business- 
men representing large and small organizations, and the ranks of 
labor; from suppliers and individuals representing humanitarian and 
civic organizations. From them, you learned how the outdoor adver- 
tising medium operates, how it serves the American economy, and how 
it contributes to the welfare of the community. From them, you 
learned that the outdoor advertising medium is opposed to all forms of 
Federal control. 

From the opponents of outdoor advertising, you heard people 
declare that outdoor advertising constitutes a traffic hazard, that 
outdoor advertising mars the scenery; and that there should be a 
Federal control or prohibition of outdoor advertising on privately 
owned lands adjacent to the Interstate System. 

Senator Scorr. That word “prohibition” has not worked very well 
in America. 

Mr. Marxuam. I started to recite that once and decided it wasn’t 
the best thing to do. 

All the bills now before this committee, which propose to control 
or prohibit outdoor advertising, in varying degree regulate the use of 
private property beyond the right-of-way. This, we assert, is not the 
function of the Federal Government. In fact, all the bills before this 
committee recognize the fact that the Federal Government cannot take 
such action directly and propose to take it indirectly by inducing the 
States to adopt such Federal standards in return for bonuses, rewards, 
or inducements—call them what you will. 

Mr. Chairman, our position on Federal control has been made clear 
in testimony presented previously to this committee, so I shall not 
impose your time by repeating those arguments. 

I would, however, like to clarify our viewpoint. Our basic philos- 
ophy is this: Federal control of this or any other business conducted in 
the various States and municipalities is completely contrary to our 
basic philosophy of Government. We believe in the right of the 
States to regulate themselves. 
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We have no quarrel with reasonable regulations adopted by State, 
county, or local authorities. This we have always said. This we 
still believe. And on this score, may I make our position clear. We 
have been charged from time to time with paying only lip service to 
States rights. It has been said that when the States try to regulate 
our business, we object. This is not accurate. We do object to any 
legislation that discriminates against the outdoor advertising medium 
and aims to eliminate it, whether this legislation be on a Federal, State, 
or local level. We are not interested in being killed by any govern- 
mental body. But, if a State or local government adopts measures 
regulating all business—including the outdoor advertising medium— 
we will ask no special treatment. In other words, Mr. Chairman, the 
outdoor advertising medium is a business which helps create business. 
It is a legitimate business use of land, and is so recognized by zoning 
authorities. It should be permitted, without discrimination, where 
other business is permitted. That is all we ask. 

Now, why do we have these proposals to discriminate against the 
outdoor advertising medium? So far as I can understand, Mr. 
Chairman, the answer is fairly simple: A group of people say that 
poster panels- or billboards, if you will—make it impossible to enjoy 
the scenery of this country. They also contend, but not as frequently 
or insistently as heretofore, that outdoor advertising constitutes a 
safety hazard. 

Let us consider the safety problem first—only briefly, because we 
have discussed it before. You'll recall that insurance companies, 
State and local traffic safety officials, the National Safety Council, 
and other traffic experts have stated unequivocally that outdoor 
advertising does not, and I repeat not, constitute a safety hazard. 
The lowa State College and Michigan State Highway Department 
studies made this quite clear. The opponents of outdoor advertising 
base their safety hazard arguments on their own personal estimate 
of the situation, unobjective and inexperienced as it is. They ignore 
the traffic experts’ opinions. They ignore the fact that local, State, 
and National traffic safety campaigns call upon and receive the support 
of the outdoor-advertising medium. Rather than take the word of 
a self-appointed safety authority, this committee will, I believe, prefer 
the opinions and statements of recognized experts. Here is the latest 
statement issued on this subject by Mr. Ned Dearborn, president of 
the National Safety Council: 

The response by clergy throughout the Nation to the emphasis now being given 
to ~— responsibility in traffic is highly encouraging to the National Safety 
Council. 

The Council also is delighted with the support that outdoor advertising has 
given this new traffic safety theme through display of the poster design ‘‘You Are 
Morally Responsible for Safe Driving.” 

This continuing support is another example of how a national organization can 
use its facilities to provide support and leadership in a united effort to bring down 
the traffic toll. 

I hope that members of the Outdoor Advertising Association of America may 
be able to display this poster not only once but several times during the year 
Such continuing reminders will do much to support and strengthen the appeals for 
increased moral responsibility behind the wheel now being delivered by the 
churches of America. 

The National Safety Council is most grateful to you and your organization 
for all it is doing to make the highways of America safer for everyone. 

Very truly yours, 


Nep H. DEARBORN, President. 
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And from Mr. Harlow Curtice, president of the General Motors 
Corp., writing in his capacity as Chairman of the President’s Com- 
mittee for Traffie Safety, we recently received this letter: 

I know you must be as highly gratified as I am to learn that the National Safety 
Council has reported a significant decrease in traffic fatalities in 1957. The 
number of deaths declined to 38,500—1,100 less than in 1956—and the mileage 
death rate dropped from 6.4 to an alltime low of 5.9. 

This is a convincing demonstration that we are on the right track and gaining 
momentum in our advocacy of a broad, balanced attack on traffic accidents by 
public officials and of organized public support for such an attack. It should 
encourage an intensified effort to achieve the substantial further reduction in 
traffic hazards that we all know is both imperative and possible. 

As Chairman of the President’s Committee for Traffic Safety, I wish to commend 
the Outdoor Advertising Association of America for the great contribution it 
made to last year’s achievement, both independently and through participation 
in the program of the Advisory Council of the President’s Committee. 

Sincerely, 
Hartow H. Curtice, Chairman. 

Our opponents say signs distract the motorist, but in the same 
breath they want an unobstructed view of a mountain, a meadow, or 
a stream. Why? To look at it. Is glancing at a billboard more 
dangerous than gazing at a mountain? 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me turn to the principal objection made 
to outdoor advertising by the opponents of the outdoor medium: 
They say they want to protect the scenery. 

Well, please believe me, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, they are 
not unique in this viewpoint. The members of the outdoor advertis- 
ing medium also enjoy the view of the countryside, the mountainside, 
the lakes, the forests, and nature in all its grandeur, to quote the 
cliché. We like nice scenery, too. Nobody feels more strongly than 
our association that our scenic values, parks, historic shrines, and 
monuments should be preserved forever for the enjoyment of every- 
one. 

We are already helping to preserve them: By the association’s volun- 
tary code of good taste, by our compliance with State and local zoning 
regulations, and by the business fact-of-life that, if one of our signs 
offends the public, it will not be used by people who buy advertising 
space, 

I would like to point out that according to figures from the United 
States Forest Service and the Interior Department, today there are 
approximately 250,000 road signs and trails in our national parks and 
forests. Further, gentlemen, there are some 2,100 State parks in the 
United States. We are told it is literally impossible to estimate how 
many thousands of miles of roads go through these areas. Again, no 
outdoor advertising. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the fact that there are 
thousands of miles of rural highways where no outdoor advertising 
appears, and there are additional thousands of miles of highways 
where comparatively little outdoor advertising appears except in 
commercial or business areas. 

Mr. Chairman, we submit that there is a very great amount of 
unblemished scenery in this great land of ours. Let’s protect this 
scenery. And let’s also protect our economy. We must have some 
business. It can’t be all scenery. 

Before I leave this scenery, let’s have some realism. The Interstate 
System will link every city of 50,000 or more population, and many 
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smaller cities. It will pass through or alongside commercial and 
industrial areas, slums, submarginal farms, and barren wastelands. 
Does anyone seriously suggest that the entire 41,000 miles will be 
in scenic areas? 

We of the Outdoor Advertising Association of America do make a 
serious comment: The States and local communities know far more 
about their scenic areas and historic spots than could any Federal 
agency. They are also more familiar with the pattern of commercial, 
industrial, and residential development in and adjacent to their cities 
and towns. Moreover, conditions are changing so rapidly that only 
the States and communities can take intelligent cognizance of the 
changes. 

Every Senator on this committee well knows how rapidly new com- 
munities are being developed throughout his State. Can anyone of 
us foresee where along the new Interstate System commercial and 
industrial areas will develop? Only State and local authorities, famil- 
iar with their areas can write zoning regulations to take care of the 
changing conditions. 

Senator Kucure,. Mr. Markham, if I may interrupt you at that 
point? 

Mr. Markuam. Yes. 

Senator Kucuet. Do you contend that the bill which I have 
introduced would take away from the State the right to determine 
Ww he sre a commerce ‘ial area or industrial areas May come into existence e 
along the new Interstate Highway? 

Mr. Marxnam. Not as it is now written, Senator; no, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. May I ask a question? 

Senator Scorr. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. That is also true of the bill 963, both bills. 
I am prepared to ask about 5S, 3041, but the bills leave it up to the 
States as to whether or not they want to elect to control advertising; 
is that not correct? 

Mr. Marxnam. That is correct. However, I believe the 963, if I 
am correct in this, the Department of Commerce, the $ Secretary of 
Commerce, sets down the rules and regulations by which they shall 
comply. 

Senator Revercoms. He establishes a set of regulations which the 
State can or cannot accept when it makes its contract? 

Mr. MarkHAM. That 1s correct, sir, as | understand it. 

And speaking of changing conditions, Mr. Chairman, may I say 
that this subject is especially pertinent today. The Nation is now 
fretting over the period of recession in which we find ourselves. 
Every ‘member of this committee, I am sure, is studying closely the 
figures on unemployment. It strikes me as somewhat ironic that 
during this period of crisis, we should be sitting here debating whether 
the Congress will discriminate against a medium that not only is an 
old, established business, but whose principal function—advertising— 
is to create business both for large and small companies throughout 
the country. What a paradox. 

Advertising is universally recognized as a mainspring of our com- 
petitive, free-enterprise economy. Advertising [arouses the con- 
sumer demand that assures a sustained and expanding market for 
goods and services. Producers have found that to sustain sales 
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during periods of recession and to keep production active—which 
means employment—increased advertising is necessary. 

There are two types of advertising, indoor and outdoor. Seventeen 
of the 20 industrial groups of the Nation, as defined by the Secretary 
of Commerce, use outdoor advertising. Last year, national adver- 
tisers alone spent more than $200 million for this purpose. If these 
national industries did not need outdoor advertising, they certainly 
would not spend so much money for it. And may we remind ourselves 
of the obvious: Advertising means sales, sales means production, and 
production means employment. Whether in normal times or in times 
of recession, these are basic facts, important facts. 

Small businesses need outdoor advertising even more than large. 
In fact, for many small entrepreneurs, it is the only kind of advertising 
they can afford; for many others, it is the only medium available. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, the proposals before this committee are 
aimed at business. It would hurt many small businesses, would 
restrict large and small businesses in the advertising of their products 
and services. And, if that is done, gentlemen, this committee is 
taking direct aim at businessmen; at laboring men—whose jobs in 
large part depend upon effective advertising; and at urban and rural 
landowners. 

And while we are discussing recession and business, I would like to 
comment on several other economic factors pertinent in this hearing. 

The bills proposing Federal control of advertising would, if passed, 
subvert the basic purpose of the 1956 Federal Highway Act. 

The Congress authorized the expenditure of $25 billion to build the 
great Interstate Highway System in order to foster the growth of our 
economy and the strengthening of our national defense—not to create 
41,000 miles of scenery. It now appears that, because of rising costs, 
the eventual expenditure may be $39 billion even as high as $50 billion, 
but this is still considered justifiable in the interest of our economy 
and our defense. But to prohibit outdoor advertising along this 
system in the many nonscenic urban and rural areas through which 
the highway will necessarily pass would be contrary to the purpose of 
the 1956 Highway Act. Instead of fostering the growth of our 
economy, it would retard it by forbidding an important means of 
communication to business and industry. 

All this would mean, of course, as I said earlier, less income to 
business, to employees, and to the urban and rural landowners. 

But, there is another factor to consider, Mr. Chairman. And that 
is the shameful waste of the taxpayers’ money which these Federal 
proposals urge as an inducement to the States to adopt Federal policy 
as State policy. It has been estimated that the minimum cost of 
prohibiting outdoor advertising will be at least three-fourths of 1 
percent of the total cost of building the Interstate System. If this 
total is $39 billion—1 of the low current estimates—the cost to the 
taxpayers of the States would be hundreds of millions of dollars extra. 
Other estimates have ranged as high as $1 billion. And this on top 
of the money the taxpayers are going to have to find to pay for the 
highest peacetime budget in history. 
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One final point: The American Association of State Highway 
Officials, as reported to this committee several weeks ago by its presi- 
dent, Commissioner C. R. McMillan of the South Carolina Highway 
Commission, has adopted this proposal as a part of its current policy 
statement: 

Controlling outdoor advertising along the Interstate System is desirable but it 
is a matter that should be handled by the individual States and not a subject for 
Federal legislation. Federal legislation in this field could establish a precedent 
for the Federal Government to become involved in the operation of the highways 
of the several States. Any costs involved in controlling outdoor advertising 
should be reimbursed to the respective States on the same pro rata basis as 
established for the construction of the Interstate System. 

There is one important aspect that should not be overlooked by 
Senators considering the bonus-incentive plant, that is, that if the 
Federal Government were to take such action, payment of the bonus 
may be just the beginning insofar as Federal contributions are con- 
cerned. If the States are to be paid for controlling roadside advertising 
to fulfill a national policy, the Federal Government will open the door 
for States to claim that the Federal Government should stand 90 
percent of the subsequent costs of administering controls and policing 
the Interstate Highway System to see that they are enforced. 

I do not wish to labor this point unduly, but what of the farmer? 
He would be principally affected by Federal legislation in this field, 
as natural scenery abounds only in the rural areas. In recognition 
of that fact, Senator Kuchel’s bill points its impact to the rural areas. 
Why should not the farmer in Nebraska or anywhere else in our vast 
expanses well say “I have already made a sacrifice for this defense 
highway system. My farm has been bisected by this highway, and 
I must travel many miles before I can get on it. If the Federal 
Government as a national policy and for the esthetic delight of the 
tourist on this defense highway wishes to beguile my State into adopt- 
ing laws which will further restrict my use of my property, and deprive 
me of rental income from it, let the Federal Government pay the 
further cost of administering and policing those laws.’”’ Gentlemen, 
I believe this legislation would open a Pandora’s box of fresh demands 
upon the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Chairman, I could go on and on, reciting the difficulties, the 
discriminations, and the injustices that would result if the Congress 
approved F ederal prohibition or control of outdoor advertising on the 
new Interstate Highway System. But, I shall not do so. We have, 
I hope, made our position clear: We, too, want to protect the scenic 
areas of our country; and we, at the same time, wish to continue to 
operate our business so that we may continue to serve effectively 
American business. 

Mr. Chairman, may I thank you and the members of your com- 
mittee for your patience and courtesy and for the opportunity to 
appear before you today. 

And furtaer, I have several letters I should like to introducea into 
the record, and 2 or 3 pieces of material that I would not care to read, 
if I may. Tney are all pertinent to the subject. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The documents are as follows:) 
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[Pittsburgh (Pa.) Press, February 15, 1958] 
A Woman’s View, Doas aNp BILLBOARDS 
By Mrs. Walter Ferguson 


In my book, nothing is more fun that motoring over the United States. 

What a rich, beautiful, fabulous country ours is. What a diversity of scenery; 
what an infinity of landscape changes; what warm, friendly, hospitable people. 

The only sad note about such a trip are the dead dogs that litter the highways. 
The poor beasts have not adjusted themselves to traffic. Either they move too 
slowly across the highways, or they go into wild frenzies to catch the cars and 
are hit. 

In a thousand-mile journey, we counted 51 dead dogs and more cat carcasses. 

I know it is unpopular to say a good word for roadside signs these days. But 
I'll say I enjoy them. The names of motor courts make up a form of national 
poetry—Gliding Waters, Blue Haven, Rockaby-Land, Sleepy Hollow, Bideawee, 
Sunshine Inn, Shady Dell, and hundreds of others equally lyrical. 

These signs also tell you which of them are recommended by AAA, and which 
serves meals with the Duncan Hines okay. 

Nobody can make believe these highway advertisements do not give useful 
information to the traveling public. They are as much a part of our United 
States as hotdogs and hamburgers. While we say they offend our aesthetic 
sense, my guess is we’d miss them if they suddenly disappeared. 

We pretend to be outraged at their garishness and the vulgar materialism 
they display. Yet they are good entertainment for the motorist. While they shut 
out some beauty they also shut out much monotony and ugliness. 

Many Americans often profess higher sentiments than they feel. When it is 
fashionable to express distaste for some of the gaudier aspects of our society, 
we all shout, ‘‘Amen.”’ 

Yet, any traveler in a foreign land who comes upon a familiar advertisement of 
an American product is as thrilled as if he had seen his country’s flag. 

Some day, we can hope, we shall learn moderation. When we do, the most 
tawdry and offensive road signs will come down. But let’s leave a few, please. 
Our countryside would seem less homey and friendly without them. 





|Editorial, Editor, and Publisher, February 8, 1958] 
CHALLENGE TO ADVERTISING 


The advertising industry—and that includes all media—is facing the greatest 
threat and challenge in its history. Proposals to prohibit, restrict, regulate, and 
tax advertising are being considered in an unprecedented volume by Federal, 
State, and muncipal governments. They would be superimposed on Federal 
and State restrictions of advertising that already exist to a startling degree. 

Some of these proposals arise from the erroneous assumption held by a_ few 
people that advertising—truthful advertising—is unprofessional and unethical. 
Others are designed to prohibit advertising of a product even though that prod- 
uct can be legally manufactured and sold to the public. Some are the natural 
results of shoddy practices in a small part of the advertising business. And some 
come from government officials who believe that public relations, institutional or 
educational advertising which mentions government competition should be 
classified as “lobbying.” 

Whatever the source or the reason for these antiadvertising proposals, all media 
stand to be affected. The threat to advertising as a sales and merchandising tool 
does not lie in any particular proposal but in the accumulative effect they will all 
have in opening the door to more and more of the same. 

Outdoor advertising is attacked in 4 bills before the House and 1 before the 
Senate which would deny Federal-construction aid to States which permit out- 
door advertising within 200 yards of such highways. Hearings are being held by 
a congressional committee on a proposal to prohibit all advertising of alcoholic 
beverages even though it is lawful to manufacture, sell, buy, and consume them in 
most of the States. There are reports of a proposal before the Pure Food and 
Drug Administration to exercise prior censorship of all drug advertising. Under 
a bill before Congress, and a new regulatory proposal by the Internal Revenue 
Service, expenditures for “propaganda”’ advertising, whatever that is, would not 
be allowed as a business expense for tax deduction purposes. Another bill would 
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prohibit any lawyer or other representative, appearing in behalf of a client before 
a Federal agency, from advertising in any way his “attainments or services.’’ 
The United States Patent Office proposes to prohibit advertising by attorneys to 
solicit business on grounds of “unprofessional conduct.’ 

The American Newspaper Publishers Association has published an exhaustive 
review of these proposals and the existing advertising limitations at the State 
level. 

The time has come for all advertising forces to unite in a three-pronged counter- 
attack. 

1. There must be a revitalized ‘‘Truth in Advertising’ campaign to clean up the 
abuses of false and misleading advertising where they exist. They represet a 
relatively small percentage of all advertising but their existence is a destructive 
termite undermining the structure and reputation of the advertising industry. 

2. There must be a concerted attack sponsored by all media, advertiser, and 
—— groups, on the regulatory and restrictive proposals now confronting them. 

‘here must be a well-planned, long-range, consistent program aimed at the 
hae ‘rican people and the officials that represent them in government to educate 
them on what advertising is, what it does, and what it means to the economy of 
this country. 

We are afraid that if these things are not done the regulation, restriction, and 
prohibition of advertising will gradually embrace more and more products and 
services to the detriment, not only of all information media, but to the welfare 
and economy of the American people. 


{The Washington Post and Times Herald, January 18, 1958] 


BILLBOARDS HELp Aip To TouRIsSM 


RicHMOND, January 17 (AP).—A legislative study group recommended today 
that Virginia’s major tourist attractions be exempted from all restrictions on road- 
side advertising along the new interstate highways. 

The Virginia Advisory Legislative Council conceded the desirability of preserv- 
ing the ‘‘natural beauty and scenic wonders of the Virginia countryside,” but 
noted the tourist industry ‘‘constitutes a substantial segment’ of the State’s 
economy. 

“Tf it is to continue to be prosperous, it must advise the tourists of what it 
has to offer,’’ said the council in a report to the Governor and the General Assem- 
bly. Accompanying the report was a bill to carry out the council’s recom- 
mendations. 

SCENIC WONDERS 


“Total restriction of roadside advertising on the Interstate Highway System 
would, in our judgment, be a grave disservice to businesses catering to tourists and 
other visitors and would jeopardize the tremendous capital investments which 
these businesses have made,” the report added. 

Accordingly, the VALC recommended that “advertising of the historic places 
and scenic wonders which are our major tourist attractions be permitted without 
restriction.” 

It also recommended: 

Amendment of present laws so as to prohibit roadside advertising ‘‘over the 
major part of the Interstate System, but that advertising of essential services to 
the motoring public be permitted in the vicinity of the places where such services 
are available,’ with restrictions as to size and number of signs. 

That no action be taken which would affect existing advertisements. 


‘ 


REQUESTED BY STANLEY 


Gov. Thomas B. Stanley asked the VALC last August to make the study at the 
suggestion of the Associated Clubs of Virginia for Roadside Development. This 
group proposed study of the advisability of placing the Interstate System in the 
same category as parks and parkways in Virginia. 

The council held public hearings on the matter. In the report released today it 
said that while the Interstate System is expected to be completed in the next 2 
decades, ‘‘action taken now will affect only a very small segment of the system.” 

Noting that only 67 miles of the approximately 1,100 miles of Interstate System 
allotted Virginia will be completed in the next 2 vears, the council said “totally 
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banning advertising on the system or leaving it unrestricted for the next 2 years 
will affect very few people. 

For this reason it reeommended that ‘‘what is done now be regarded in the nature 
of an experiment.” 


Senator Scorr. The Advertising Bulletin, No. 6, dated January 22, 
1958, of the American Newspaper Publishers Association will be 
retained in the files of the committee. 

Mr. Markuam. I would like to take just one moment, however, 
and mention that I would like to have your indulgence to read this 
one very short letter. It is just a paragraph or two. 

This is from the house of delegates at Annapolis, Md., addressed to 
Mr. Wilson, the Outdoor Advertising Association of Maryland: 

Dear Mr. Witson: As cosponsor of House bill 41 which was recently enacted 
by the General Assembly of Maryland, I want to express my appreciation to you 
and your organization for its cooperation in this matter. 

We appreciated the various suggested amendments you and the State roads 
commission made to the bill and we wish to thank you for withdrawing any 
opposition to the bill once these amendments were made. 

We think that the State of Maryland will be well served by the act as finally 
adopted, and at the sare time, the members of your association will be able to 
continue its operation in the manner acceptable and suitable to the vast majority 
of the people of this State. 

Again our thanks for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
Buarrk LEE III. 

I recite that simply to show that there is cooperation and we had 
all our efforts there. One from the State of Michigan on the same 
subject. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 

Tue Senate, STATE oF MICHIGAN, 
Lansing, March 6, 1958. 
Mr. Tuomas F. Wo tcorrt, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee, Outdoor Advertising Association of Michigan, 
Flint, Mich. 

Dear Tom: I wish to inform you that senate bill No. 1300, a bill to regulate 
outdoor advertising adjacent to the public highways of Michigan was approved 
by the highway committee of the senate with recommendation to the senate that 
the bill be passed. 

I further wish to thank you, your legislative committee and your entire associa- 
tion for the initiative taken in drafting said bill, and the cooperation given my 
committee in connection with the problems of your industry. 

Sincerely yours, 7 
HaskeLt L. NicHo.s, 
State Senator. 


Senator Kucurert. What does this legislation in Maryland provide? 

Mr. Marxuam. I can’t tell you completely because I have never 
read the bill and it has not been printed. However, it provides con- 
trol, unlimited access. On the Interstate Highway System, I under- 
stand, however, there is some doubt even as to whether or not the 
Interstate Highway System is included as it is expressed in your bill. 
That I am not prepared to answer. I do not think anyone is right 
at this minute. 

Senator Kucuex. And the tenor of that letter that you just read 
indicates that your people did not oppose that type of zoning regula- 
tion in the recent action by the Maryland Legislature. 

Mr. Marxuam. No, sir. 

Senator Kucuei. Where in the policy provisions of these three 
Senate bills would you find it necessary to disagree? It seems to me 
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that they went right along with what my understanding is of this 
recent State action. 

Mr. Marxuam. Senator, I think there are two very important 
points there. First, the statement was made this morning by someone 
who testified that the statement was made during the Maryland 
Legislature that they wanted to pass this bill to pick up $9 million of 
Federal money. That is one, I think, very bad condition. 

The other is that the total coverage of this act is not yet determined 
because it actually does not prohibit the placing of outdoor advertising 
on parallel and service roads, even though it goes to the limited 
access roads in the State of Maryland. I think I am correct in that. 

Senator Kucue.. Is it not true, there is no question about this, 
that all these bills we have before us now provides an incentive simply 
and solely for the Interstate Highway System? 

Mr. Marxkuam. Correct, sir, as I understand it. 

Senator Rrvercoms. May I interrupt there? 

Senator Kucue.. Certainly. 

Senator Revercoms. It seems to me that the Maryland State bill 
regulating advertising goes further in expanding the number of roads 
or the kinds of roads on which advertising is regulated. 

Mr. Marxuao. I think you are right and that is our contention. 

Senator Revercoms. Now, you have no objection to that bill? 

Mr. Marxuam. Not in the State of Maryland. [Laughter.] 

Senator Revercoms. Why would you have objection in other 
States? 

Mr. Marxkuam. I think that is a fairly easy question to answer, and 
I think it is very pertinent to this subject for this reason, that the 
situation as it exists in Maryland is quite, quite different than it 
would be, for instance, in Kansas or Nebraska or Texas or even in 
Senator Kuchel’s home State of California, or in Oregon, or in other 
States that I can mention, because it is a very compact, very heavily 
populated State and most of the traffic streams in the State of 
Maryland are limited access highways. They are not that in other 
States, and I would hate very much to see, for instance, the Maryland 
law as a Federal law. Let’s put it that way. I think the States, 
and it is our position, that they know their condition better than 
could be interpreted by either the Department of Commerce or any 
Federal law and they should have the right to do that. We do not 
argue with them in that case. 

Senator Rrvercoms. Do I gather from your statement that you 
would rather have the outdoor advertising unregulated where you 
have the long open spaces? 

Mr. Markxuam. Not necessarily, no. 

Senator Revercoms. What is the difference, then, between Kansas, 
Oregon, which are States you have mentioned, and Maryland, for 
advertising? Why is one different from the other, if it is not for 
the long space, unsettled territory? 

Mr. Marxnam. The land use is so much different for one thing. 
It is a completely different type of variant, the topography is different. 

Senator Revercoms. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Scorr. In other words, I judge that you are a States 
righter? 

Mr. Marxnuam. Well, if I could say in one simple word; yes, sir. 
At least, the interpretation of the laws for control should be at the 
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State level. Here in your bill and these bills where you have consid- 
ered outdoor advertising as the only business measure, and yet the 
real purpose of the legislation, if it has one, is for the protection of the 
scenery, not for the control of outdoor advertising. Why don’t we 
do that? Why do we pick out one business and spread legislation 
and Federal law against one business when, as a matter of fact, even 
in the State of New York, which was recited this morning with the 
great throughways, adjacent to those throughways, as they are called 
in some places, freeways or Interstate Highway System, will grow 
up in a very short time into billions of dollars of industry. It is a 
channel of trade. 

Now, whether there are signboards there or not will make no dif- 
ference. The so-called natural panoramic beautiful scene, if business 
follows the pattern that it always has and always will, I suspect will 
disappear anyway in a very few years by the occupancy of industry 
and business; so, why discriminate against one? 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at that 
point? 

Senator Scorr. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. Do you have in mind, then, say these auto- 
mobile junkyards that you see along the road? In other words, you 
are saying that this building of signboards does not prevent the 
construction or the placing of junky businesses along there that do not 
enhance the scenery. Is that your point? 

Mr. Marxuam. Thatis correct. I mean these laws do not prohibit 
any type of construction. Now, local zoning could. Then, they can 
determine the type of development that might adjoin it, but we must 
keep in mind that this Interstate Highway ‘System there is very little 
highway right-of-way in existence in America today that would com- 
pare with it. We are all talking about a system that is even unde- 
veloped today, with the possible exception of 1 or 2 sections, we are 
not able to visualize it. With its limited accessibility, and its limited 
access across America, and the width of the right-of-way, you could 
not possibly, possibly develop any of the horrible scenes that have 
been projected as the outdoor advertising industry on the panorama 
of the American scene; it is impossible. 

Senator Revercoms. You make the point, then, that the bills 
which we have under consideration do not control or prevent the 
construction of buildings or anything within the 600 feet or 660 feet 
except signboards; is that your point? 

Mr. Marxkuam. That is correct. And we only ask to be where 
business is. We do not want any new territory. That is our stated 
policy. 

Senator Scorr. Any further questions? 

Well, thank you for appearing, and we will now call Mr. Henry J. 
Kaltenbach of the Outdoor Advertising Association of America, Inc. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY J. KALTENBACH, OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. Katrensacnu. This is a discussion of the implication of these 
bills from a slightly different angle than so far has been brought up 
in the discussions today. 
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The regulation of outdoor advertising must be at the local level. 
Many cities, towns, and other local communities have enacted 
ordinances or laws which regulate outdoor advertising. Those 
States which have comprehensive advertising regulatory laws, exempt 
these cities, towns, or communities from the operation of the State 
law. Thereason for this exemption is apparent. Outdoor advertising 
lends itself to regulation more readily at the local level than any 
other. 

There are many reasons why local regulation is best. Reasonable 
regulation should be premised upon the use to which real estate is 
put. In cities and towns this use differs greatly. Over small areas 
the use changes rapidly. General regulations from the State or 
Federal Government could not possibly deal adequately with these 
small areas and with the rapidly changing uses. Therefore, wherever 
possible up to the present time, outdoor advertising has been regulated 
at the local level. 

Not only is the regulation of outdoor advertising best handled at 
this level from a practical viewpoint, but it cannot be exercised at 
the Federal level. The power to regulate comes under the general 
policy powers of a State and these were reserved to the States by the 
10th amendment of our Constitution. That this is true is evidenced 
by the fact that the pending bills do not attempt direct regulation of 
advertising but rather attempt to induce the States to act. Since 
all precedent to date indicates that outdoor advertising should be 
regulated at a local level and even the pending bills inferentially 
concede this, there can be no question but that this proposition is 
sound. 

It follows that regulation should be left entirely to the States and 
local communities and not made the subject of Federal legislation of 
any nature whatsoever. It seems entirely unnecessary for the Federal 
Government under these circumstances to adopt a so-called national 
policy which calls for the prohibition of advertising in areas adjacent 
to the Interstate System, subject only to certain exceptions. This is 
particularly true when the national policy in effect discriminates 
against the advertising business, and does not cover other businesses 
or other construction. 

The next proposition is that the national policy to control advertis- 
ing as set out in the pending bills is not related to road building. 

From the enactment of the first Federal-aid road legislation in 1916 
down to the present time, the objective of the legislation has always 
been, and still is, to assist the States in the construction of roads. 
When the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act was passed, the huge sum 
of $25 billion—the then estimated Federal share of the cost of the 
Interstate System—was deemed a wise expenditure because this 
system was regarded as a necessary backbone to the entire road system 
of the country. Such a backbone was deemed absolutely essential for 
the economic welfare of this Nation. It was also regarded as a neces- 
sary adjunct to our national defense. These were ‘indeed important 
objectives and ones that warranted this huge expenditure, now esti- 
mated at $35 billion. 

In serving substantially all of the State capitals and important 
cities of this country, the Interstate System goes through some cities, 
bypasses others, goes over deserts, mountains, and every type of 
countryside that goes to make up this great Nation. It was not 
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intended as a scenic parkway, nor could it be made one throughout 
its entire length, as a practical matter. It was intended for the com- 
mercial and defense needs of this country, and its standards call for 
broad rights-of-way. 

The highway trust fund was created so that the States could rely 
over a period of years on funds as originally authorized. 

This fund should not be disturbed for any purpose, because once a 
precedent is set many other reasons for depleting it will be advanced. 
Certainly it should not be depleted in order to create a scenic parkway 
and thus add to the drain on the Federal Treasury of an already 
expensive project, particularly when that action adversely affects the 
income of thousands of farmers and other businessmen and property 
owners. 

The standards of construction for the Interstate System, generally 
require broad rights-of-way which for the most part will be 300 feet 
in width. The area within these broad rights-of-way will be subject 
to the complete control of the various highway commissions subject 
to such conditions as may be imposed by the Bureau of Public Roads. 
For many years, the Bureau has required rights-of-way to be entirely 
clear of all structures including advertising signs. Accordingly, ad- 
vertising signs will not interfere with a motorist’s vision on the 
Interstate System. In the prior hearing, there was ample evidence 
to establish that the reading of advertising signs did not create an 
unsafe condition for motorists. 

There are more than 3 million miles of roads in this country today, 
All of these roads have been constructed without the assistance of a 
bill regulating advertising, such as the pending bills. Road construc- 
tion of all ty: pes including construction of the Interstate System is 
going on at an increased pace today, without the aid of any such bills. 
The national policy to control advertising as expressed in the pending 
bills has no relationship whatsoever to actual road building, nor does 
it to the slightest extent further the objectives of Federal aid highway 
legislation in general, nor the 1956 act in particular. 

‘Our entire economy is dependent upon roads. It is sometimes 
stated that outdoor advertising is dependent upon roads and, there- 
fore, is closely connected with pate and subject to regulation in 
connection with roads. It is entirely true that outdoor advertising is 
dependent upon roads, but it is also true that our entire economic life 
is dependent upon roads. Without roads, our present day economy 
could not continue. We would soon be without food, without water, 
and, needless to say, without automobiles, gasoline, new buildings, or 
any of the items that go to make up our present day existence. Ad- 
vertising is dependent upon roads, but so is everything else. If the 
Federal Government can legislate for the control of outdoor adver- 
tising because it is dependent upon roads, then the Federal Govern- 
ment can legislate concerning every local condition and cire umstance, 
and so comple tely nullify the 10th amendment and State sovereignty. 

A Federal-aid grant generally furthers the objectives for whic +h the 
grant is made. The Federal Government has made grants to the 
States for over a century. These grants have now grown so that they 
cover a multitude of projects. The general pattern for a g-ant-in-aid 
is the making of an offer to the State to give it a certain amount of 
cash if the State will also spend its cash to bring about the desired 
objective. In the spending of the Federal money there are often 
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Federal agencies or commissions which administer expenditures, and 
Congress, or the agencies, or both, lay down conditions which must 
be accepted by the States in order to obtain the grant. 

These conditions usually are related to, or connected with, the 
purpose of the grant. For example, the Bureau of Public Roads has 
adopted many rules and regulations concerning the expenditure of 
funds under its control. So long as these rules or conditions are 
reasonable, and not arbitrary or capricious, they would be upheld 
as valid. Congress, likewise often attaches conditions to its grants 
in furtherance of the objectives sought. It is, of course, clear that an 
administrative agency cannot enforce a condition that is entirely 
unrelated to the objective of the grant. For example, the Bureau 
of Public Roads nal not adopt a regulation whereby it determined 
to withhold aid from a State, unless that State passed a law forbidding 
advertising within 600 feet of the right-of-way on the Interstate 
System. Such a regulation or condition would be held not only 
arbitrary, but beyond the power of the Bureau. Without discussing 
whether or not Congress has the power to impose such an unrelated 
condition, there does follow a discussion as to whether or not it is 
wise for Congress to do so. 

Federal aid should not include conditions unrelated to the objectives 
of the grant or unconstitutional for a State to adopt. 

The stated objective of the pending bills is “‘to encourage and assist 
the States’ to accomplish a number of stated objectives. When 
these objectives are analyzed, it becomes clear that the real objective 
is the control of advertising along the Interstate System. In order to 
induce, or “assist and encourage” the States to enact the desired 
legislation to bring about such control, the pending bills make possible 
the expenditures of a total sum ranging from $270 million to $360 
million or possibly more, out of Federal funds as an additional pay- 
ment to the States for road construction. Not one cent out of this 
tremendous sum is being paid to administer or to assist in the actual 
control or regulation of advertising. Since there is no relationshi 
between advertising and road building, this fund could just as <a 
have been given to the States to build schools, give forest fire pro- 
tection, assist the restoration of wildlife, aid crippled children, the 
blind, or any one of a variety of subjects being assisted by the Federal 
Government. 

Is this type of legislation wise? A few illustrations may assist in 
clarifying this question. There are undoubtedly groups in this 
country today who oppose the consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
and they might be able to point out with some facts to back them 
up that accidents are occasionally caused by drunken driving resulting 
from alcohol consumed at taverns near the Interstate System. Would 
it be wise to enact a bill granting one-half of 1 percent of the Federal 
Aid apportionment to each State which passed a bill forbidding the 
sale of alcoholic beverages within 10 miles of any interchange on the 
Interstate System, or perhaps a hundred miles might be safer. 

Some other group might feel that the States should be stricter in 
their regulation of the morals of some of the guests at inns or motels 
within a radius of 10 miles of the Interstate System. Should another 
one-half percent be given as a reward to those States passing more 
restrictive regulations? Another group might object to the general 
appearance of gasoline stations, drive-ins, or any other roadside busi- 
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ness. Would this be worth another one-half percent or perhaps only 
one-quarter percent? These questions illustrate the danger of im- 
posing conditions in legislation concerning grants in aid which 
conditions are unrelated to the grant. Once the precedent has been 
established, it is difficult to determine any point where a line of demar- 
cation can be drawn. If the condition is unrelated to the grant, 
what difference does it make whether or not there is a specific grant 
at all? Why not a general grant of funds to be used by the States as 
a part of its general funds. Why shouldn’t Congress pass a bill pro- 
viding for the payment of a specific sum to any State which passed 
the legislation Congress desired it to pass? 

There must be some point at which “inducement” or “assistance 
and encouragement” become coercion or even improper influence. It 
would be difficult to defend a position maintaining that funds from 
the Federal Treasury which are used solely for the purpose of bringing 
about certain State ‘legislation, are not ia fact an improper influence, 
rather than a mere inducement, or “assistance and encouragement.” 
The influence becomes improper where the motive for official action 
changes from one of duty to one of reward. ‘This line should be 
drawn where the condition of the grant is unrelated to the grant itself. 
Federal money for the project is right, but Federal money unrelated 
to the project and so solely for the legislation, is wrong. Otherwise, 
the Federal Treasury will be used to accomplish State legislation at 
the instance of articulate minority groups solely for the purpose of 
bringing about the enactment of such legislation. 

It might be very difficult for some States to enact the “specific 
authorizing” legislation required by Senator Kuchel’s bill (S. 3218) or 
legislation meeting the standards of the bill proposed by Senator Bush 
(S. 3041) or that of Senator Neuberger (S. 963). In some States 
esthetic considerations alone are not ground for the exercise of the 
police power, because of the difficulty of adopting fixed criteria. Just 
what is meant by specific authorizing State law is unclear. In any 
event, some States may find the required conditions unconstitutional 
and some may have passed the laws and so are no longer in need of 
encouragement. The result may be unfair to these States. 

The pending bills. The foregoing discussion is applicable to all 
the bills before this committee. There are several important differ- 
ences between S. 3218 on one hand and S. 3041 and 8S. 963 on the 
other. First, Senator Kuchel’s bill applies only to those portions of 
the Interstate System outside of incorporated municipalities. The 
other bills contain no such exception. Obviously, this is a most 
important distinction. In this respect, Senator Kuchel’s bill follows 
the general practice in State laws all of which apply outside of cities 
and towns. 

The other important difference is that Senator Neuberger and Sen- 
ator Bush in their respective bills leave it to the Secretary of Com- 
merce to set up satisfactory standards for the regulation of advertising. 
These standards must be accepted and followed by the individual 
States. The Kuchel bill contains no such provision. It leaves the 
matter up to the various State legislatures, which is what should be 
done. The difficulties of regulation above the local level have laready 
been pointed out. Satisfactory standards at the Federal level appear 
almost unattainable. 
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In conclusion, this association submits for the serious consideration 
of this committee the above questions concerning the wisdom of legis- 
lation along the lines of any of the pending bills. The amounts to be 
paid by the Federal Government for the Interstate System were care- 
fully considered and debated when the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act 
was passed. Long hearings were held and the subject thoroughly 
aired. This is not the time to further burden the Federal Treasury by 
increasing the Federal share of the road-building costs, in order to 
accomplish an entirely unrelated purpose, namely, the control of 
advertising. The courts give the taxpayer and the State no remedy in 
a case of this kind—but require reliance for fair action consonant with 
the spirit of the Constitution to be ledged with the Congress. This 
association is fully confident that this reliance is well placed. 

Gentlemen, I thank you for giving me this opportunity to address 
you. 

Senator Scorr. Any questions? 

Senator Kucnei. No questions. 

Senator Scorr. Senator Revercomb? 

Senator Revercoms. No. 

Senator Scorr. The next witness is Mr. D’Amico, counsel, Central 
Outdoor Advertising Co., Cleveland, Ohio. 


STATEMENT OF R. A. D’AMICO, COUNSEL, CENTRAL OUTDOOR 
ADVERTISING CO., INC., 4600 CARNEGIE AVENUE, CLEVELAND, 
OHIO 


Mr. D’Amico. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to 
present this further statement relative to outdoor advertising adjacent 
to the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. 

In our statement of March 21, 1957, we confined our remarks to 
S. 963, in its original draft. 

Our position as an independent outdoor advertising business is 
that Federal control or regulation is proper when applied to federally 
owned or controlled lands. Private property adjacent to the system 
should be the sole concern of the States and local governments. 

If this subcommittee and the Congress feel that the States and local 
governments cannot exercise good legislative judgment with respect 
to our business and that a national policy is necessary, then let us be 
fair and not do it by threat of penalty or offer of reward to comply 
with such policy. 

You now have several bills under consideration and one that was 
offered by the administration which propose such coercion. The 
bonus bills now pending in the Congress would create the single, 
greatest, lobbying fund potential ever conceived to promote legisla- 
tion in the States aimed at putting a job-creating, taxpaying harmless 
sign a few hundred feet off the highway. Does this make sense? 

Our further position is that we are a business entitled to the con- 
sideration given to any business or gainful occupation for profit, and 
as provided in the Ohio Revised Code, sections 519.20 and 303.20: 

Outdoor Advertising Classified as Business Use. For the purposes of sections— 


and so forth— 


inclusive of the Revised Code, outdoor advertising shall be classified as a business 
use and be permitted in all districts zoned for industry, business, trade, or lands 
used for agricultural purposes. 
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We respect areas of unusual scenic attraction, historic shrines and 
parks, and feel that they should be free from any commercial 
enterprise. 

All of which is respectfully submitted. 

Senator Scorr. Any questions, Senator Kuchel? 

Senator Kucurex:. Yes. Under the laws of the State of Ohio, do 
you have any State zoning laws which provide for certain areas along 
your State highways and roads that shall be commercial, some busi- 
ness, and others are zoned against business enterprises? 

Mr. D’Amico. No; we do not have any State zoning in Ohio. I 
quoted this section as the enabling act for townships and counties to 
zone. We have no State zoning. 

Senator Kucue:. Do you favor State zoning laws? 

Mr. D’Amico. No; I do not. 

Senator Kucueu. No further questions. 

Senator Scorr. Senator Revercomb? 

Senator Revercoms. Just one question. By zoning laws, do you 
mean exercising the police power say on the landowner, so that he can- 
not put advertising on his land within a certain number of feet of the 
road; is that what you mean by exercising a zoning law? Or do you 
mean that the State declares that certain things cannot be built within 
a certain distance of roads within certain areas? 

Mr. D’Amico. Senator Revercomb, do you have reference to the 
section of the Revised Code which I just read from? 

Senator Revercoms. No; I am just asking you generally, that sec- 
tion and beyond that. As I understand, you have no zoning law in 
the State of Ohio, State zoning law. Is that correct. 

Mr. D’Amico. That is correct. 

Senator Revercoms. When you speak of zoning law, do you mean 
a law that declares certain zoning along certain locations of roads that 
prevents the owner of the land from having signs erected within a 
certain distance of the road? Is that what you have in mind when 
you speak of zoning laws? 

Mr. D’Amico. That is a fair definition of what the idea of zoning 
is; it is a means of limiting land use, not necessarily within the confines 
of a highway, but anywhere. 

Senator Revercoms. It is taking of the use of the land by the 
State, without compensation to the owner, is that right? 

Mr. D’Amico. That is right. 

Senator Revercoms. And you do not have such a law in Ohio? 

Mr. D’Amico. We do not have any State zoning laws. In Ohio 
the municipalities, townships, and counties have the right to zone 
their own areas. They have been given that right by the statutes, 
as well as home-rule provisions of the constitution. 

Senator Revercoms. Well, in the locality, that is to create zoning 
laws as to the kind of building and the kind of structure that may be 
erected within a zone, is that right? 

Mr. D’Amico. Yes, that is correct. 

Senator Revercoms. That is all. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much for your statement, and 
especially the brevity of it. 

Mr. D’Amico. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Bryce Holcombe, Brotherhood of Painters and 
Decorators, AFL-CIO. 
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STATEMENT OF BRYCE R. HOLCOMBE, GENERAL ORGANIZER, 
BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, DECORATORS AND PAPERHANG- 
ERS OF AMERICA, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Hotcomse. Mr. Cheirman, members of the committee, I 
appreciate very much the opportunity to say a few werds here. We 
testified when the bill, S. 963, was under consideration by this com- 
mittee last year. However, there have been some rather important 
developments in connection with this subject now before the com- 
mittee, in that two other bills since the previous hearing have been 
introduced. 

Also I would like to submit for the record a resolution unanimously 
adopted at Atlantic City, N. J., in December by the 13%-million- 
member AFL—CIO Convention, in which they commend the Public 
Works Committee and the Congress for their action thus far taken in 
the highway building program, and for the first time for the inclusion 
and the continuity of the minimum wage law contained in the original 
Public Law 624. 

Also I should like to submit for the record a resolution adopted by 
the Metal Trades Convention opposing this type of legislation in the 
highway program. 

(The resolutions mentioned are as follows:) 


REso.Lution No. 28—Skrconp ConstTITuTIONAL CONVENTION OF THE AFL-CIO, 
1957 


By Delegates’ Lawrence M. Raftery, William H. Rohrberg, Peter Yablonsky, 
Julius Skoglund, Herbert Baker, James Meehan, Frank Owens, Brotherhood 
of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers of America. 

Whereas the right to know and to make a choice is a built-in component part 
of our American way of life; and 

Whereas a better choice can be had by being fully informed through visual 
as well as other forms of education as set forth in the printed work, by picture and 
otherwise; and 

Whereas we can have full access to the scenic and historical effects of this great 
land of ours and at the same tire full access to the artistry of brush and lettering, 
properly arrayed by locality according to the choice through local determination, 
and 

Whereas the sound cause of safety, national defense, civil defense, unified giving, 
counteraction to juvenile delinquency and numerous other essential causes of 
our fundamental national existence are well and substantially promoted through 
open air displays; and 

Whereas through devious devices, exaggerated claims have been made and 
continue to be made against such displays without offering authenticated basis 
for costs to the public treasury for effacing such displays from within eye range of 
the new Interstate Highway System; and 

Whereas the defraying of such costs most certainly must detract from the sums 
otherwise available to the fundamental proposition of laying down the greatest 
mileage of roadways, in the least time and at the lowest possible costs; and 

Whereas the enemies of Labor have a way of trying to twist almost any figures 
to misrepresent the true wages paid our members by claiming that “labor runs 
up the cost’’ despite the constant reduction in manpower displaced by technologi- 
cal advances: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this Second Constitutional Convention of the American Feder- 
ation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations assembled in Atlantic 

City, N. J., expresses its full endorsement of all efforts thus far exerted by our 

legislative department in behalf of the Interstate Highway program, inclusion 

for the first time and continued retention of the prevailing wage provision and 
acceleration of progress in construction work without interference or delay or 
diversion of funds to any other purpose beyond that specified in the basic act as 
set forth under Public Law 624 of the 84th Congress. 

(Committee Secretary McDonald moved adoption of the resolution. The 
motion was seconded and carried unanimously.) 
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ReEsotutTion No. 38 


(P. 149 of proceedings of the Forty-eighth Annual Convention of the Metal Trades 
Department of the AFL-CIO) 


SUPPRESSION OF PuBLIC INFORMATION AND FuNpbs ror HIGHWAY BUILDING 


Your committee endorses the action of the executive council of the AFL-CIO 
on the subject matter of the resolution. It deals with the general matter of outdoor 
advertising, and the new Federal highway program. 

The committee further recommends that the delegate of the metal trades 
department to the convention of the AFL-CIO endorse a resolution setting forth 
the support of the metal trades department for the action taken by the executive 
council of the AFL-CIO. 

(Committee Secretary Sylvia moved adoption of the recommendation. The 
motion was seconded and-carried unanimously.) 


(P. 129) 


Whereas the right to know and to make a choice is a builtin component part of 
our American way of life; and 

Whereas a better choice can be had by being fully informed through visual as 
well as other forms of education as set forth in the printed word, by picture and 
otherwise; and 

Whereas we can have full access to the scenic and historical effects of this great 
land of ours and at the same time full access to the artistry of brush and lettering, 
properly arrayed by locality according to the choice through local determination; 
and 

Whereas the sound cause of safety, national defense, civil defense, unified giving, 
counteraction to juvenile delinquency and numerous other essential causes of our 
fundamental national existence are well and substantially promoted through open 
air displays; and 

Whereas through devious devices, exaggerated claims have been made and 
continue to be made against such displays without offering authenticated bases 
for costs to the public treasury for effacing such displays from within eve range 
of the new Interstate Highway System; and 

Whereas the defraying of such costs most certainly must detract from the sums 
otherwise available to the fundamental proposition of laying down the greatest 
mileage of roadways, in the least time and at the lowest possible costs; and 

Whereas the enemies of labor have a way of trying to twist almost any figures 
to misrepresent the true wages paid our members by claiming that “labor runs 
up the cost,’’ despite the constant reduction in manpower displaced by techno- 
logical advances: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this convention expresses its full endorsement of all efforts thus 
far exerted by our legislative department in behalf of the interstate highway pro- 
gram, inclusion for the first time and continued retention of the prevailing wage 
provision and acceleration of progress in construction work without interference 
or delay or diversion of funds to any other purpose beyond that specified in the 
basic act as set forth under Public Law 624 of the 84th Congress. 

(Submitted by Robert Byron, Sheet Metal Workers International Association; 
Gordon M. Freeman, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers; L. M. 
Raftery, Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paper Hangers of America; 
O. William Blaier, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America.) 


These people are moved by, No. 1, the possibility of a loss of em- 
ployment, and that of course is any labor organization’s first concern, 
the welfare of their members. And I think that it is a value to our 
people and perhaps to the Nation that the organized labor movement 
in the United States has from the day of its inception until today, 
stood foursquare for and in favor of free enterprise. 

Unfortunately, thet is not the situation in other ereas of the world. 
Here, first of ell, we are confronted with the unprecedented action, if 
these bills were to become lew, and earlier today Senator Gore indi- 
cated thet there would likely be a bill put together by Senetors Kuchel 
and Neuberger thet might come forth as he put it—TI think he seid 
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nonpartisan bill. And we would respectfully wish to be on record 
here that if any such additional bill is presented before the committee, 
in addition to the three now pending, we have a moral obligation to 
our people to speak for and on behalf of these people. 

We have lived with regulatory provisions of Federal public works 
laws, that is what we do. Two hundred and twenty thousand of our 
people in the International Brotherhood of Painters do extensive 
work on Federal public projects, throughout the scope of the land 
and distant Territories owned by this country. We are somewhat 
conversant with them. We also perform services and duties for 
municipalities and State governments and county governments. We 
are not opposed to, as the average American is amenable to regulatory 
procedures, but these procedures generally have been on a community 
basis. 

There is no place in the record that we can find, and I would like 
to insist, sir, that the authors of these three bills, that have used 
some—and I am not a scholar of any type; lama labor man, formerly 
a painter, and in fact I worked 7 years in this building as a painter— 
but the language used in these bills, the sign painters, while meeting 
in this city 2 months ago from all over the Nation, were disturbed 
because of the language in this bill. And all three bills say that— 
none of them say they would regulate the advertising; none of them 
are frank enough however to state that they would outlaw advertising. 

Senator Kucne.. Because my bill does not purport to do that. 

Mr. Hoxtcomser. Your bill, sir, as the sign painters saw it, says— 
it does not say it will regulate, zone, or what have you. It says it 
will do what, sir? The language—I haven’t got a copy of the bill, 
but it does not say regulation or any of those things, but we all know 
that all the testimony that has been talked of here has been with the 
avowed intent that you would outlaw advertising and the work oppor- 
tunities of these people in the free enterprise. “Exe ept, Mr. Kuchel, 
I will frankly state that your bill is the softer of the setae bills. How- 
ever, here this morning—and I would have to study this record closely, 
Mr. Kuchel, and I believe you would too, to recall how many times 
you intimated here today that you would relegate the verbiage of 
your bill to fit what various people I am sure that on three occasions 
you said it, and you did exclude, I am sure, the existing industrial 
zoning. You softened up to that ‘exte nt, but then you were very dis- 
heartening when you somewhat agreed with the good Senator from 
Oregon, when he talked about the interstate and defense highway 
systems that are being laid over existing highways, which are settled 
communities. 

I thought you even indicated that you would be willing to go 
retroactively and do something to those people. 

Senator Kucug.. | think what the Senator and I were talking about 
this morning was this: He raised this hypothetical question. Suppose 
State aid prior to 1956, believing that the Congress would adopt an 
interstate highway law, with 90 percent allocation to the State, 
suppose it passed a law appropriating moneys by way of advancing 
them, to buy the rights-of-way of a new piece of Interstate System, 
which it hoped would make it eligible for 90-percent return, and which 
it also hoped the Bureau of Roads would then approve as part of the 
new Interstate System, I doubt that the staff studies will indicate such 
a situation took place, but if it did, [ would not want the provisions 
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of my bill, if it became law, to prevent that State from obtaining the 
benefit of the provisions of my bill. 

I say, I don’t want to argue the point, but I would feel quite sure 
that no State in America appropriated money, say in advance of the 
1956 Highway Act, by way of anticipation. 

What I wanted to say, if such were the case, then to that extent I 
would relax my position. 

Mr. Hotcomse. Well, I realize that the committee’s time is very 
valuable, and as a labor representative we are highly appreciative of 
the fact that this very important committee, the Public Works 
Committee of the Senate, has taken unto itself a task of accelerating 
and of doing other things to aid and assist in this unemployment and 
economic situation, if not crisis, we are faced with. 

The hard thing to rationalize, though, gentlemen, is how can we on 
the one hand and in a rush of time be speeding to the important 
hearings of tomorrow for accelerated public works and here today 
talk about outlawing the work opportunities and the opportunity of 
free enterprise. 

To me, it simply does not make sense, and certainly it is unprec- 
edented, in my opinion, in the Congress of this country. . 

And the nine cases in the glass business—we represent glaziers 
too—I have heard these brillant lawyers in the Government and in 
the courts over the years talk about the constitutional responsibility 
of the Federal Government to regulate. But we are not talking in 
these bills about regulating, except Senator Kuchel’s bill; he did 
exclude those industrial areas already established. But beyond that, 
we do not and we have not, throughout these hearings, talked about 
the regulation of commerce, industry, or what have you. 

Senator Scorr. In that connection, we haven’t used the Constitu- 
tion in a right good while, have we? 

Mr. Hotcomse. Well, I think the Constitution is all right, and I 
have, Senator, full faith that this legislation is not going to go through. 
You good gentlemen considered it once before, and I have just as 
much faith in the committee as I had on the previous occasions. 

Senator Gore (presiding). Thank you very much. 

Mr. Duvall Radford, attorney, National Electric Sign Association? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Gore. Mr. George Nelson, International Association of 
Machinists? 

(No response.) 

Senator Gore. Mrs. Joseph H. Thompson, Ohio Roadside Council? 

Mrs. THompson. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JOSEPH H. THOMPSON, OHIO ROADSIDE 
COUNCIL 


Mrs. THompson. Mr. Chairman, and Senators, I come as a private 
citizen, and a volunteer, because it is a cause in which I believe very 
deeply. My experience—I must give some qualifications, I suppose, 
as everyone else has—has been that I am a grandmother of 6 children, 
and a housewife, and I have worked for 25 years to help prevent 
delinquency in the city of Cleveland, where some of these gentlemen 
come from, and I have also worked for conserving the natural resources 


of the State and country. 
Senator Gore. It is women like you who make America great. 
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Mrs. Tuompson. Well, it is Senators like you—I come from Ten- 
nessee too. [Laughter.] 

Senator Gors. I want the record to show that I rose and bowed. 
[Laughter.] 

Mrs. Tuompson. Likewise. I am sorry that we can’t have one of 
our men speak for us. We have several thousand sportsmen in our 
organization, and the nature lovers and people trying to conserve 
Ohio and America. 

We have the several conservation district committees, which we 
feel represents the most representative farmers of Ohio. We have 
about 50,000 garden club women, we have about 25,000 federation 
of women’s club women, we have an unofficial connection with the 
PTA of a quarter of a million members, we work with the automobile 
club of Ohio, and with the Safety Council, and we are America, and 
we are business, and I want to tell you what we want in Ohio, because 
a branch of our citizenry, who are opponents, have been saying what 
business wants, and what we want. They have a perfect right to 
express their opinion, but they do not even represent all of the adver- 
tising because we have television, we have radio, and we have the 
newspapers, and every large newspaper in Ohio has had very enthusi- 
astic editorials supporting our cause and they want to protect those 
new roads. 

Now the reason it is so important to us is that within our lifetime 
we will never again have a chance to have fine roads in Ohio that are 
built according to modern specifications. And this can be done with- 
out harming any existing business. Therefore, we feel that is a very 
fair thing, to work for something that will not be retroactive and wiil 
not hurt people who are already competing. 

We would like a thousand feet, if we could get it, or the scenic rights, 
and we worked for 7 years to protect the Ohio Turnpike. Ninety 
percent of the Turnpike is protected and does have the scenic right 
control. We feel that any good basic bill, that has been discussed, 
will be a tremendous help to the country, and we think that there 
should be some skeleton bill, that is a standard to the rest of the 
country that we should follow. 

We hope that this will set a standard, and we think it is about the 
only way. We are an educational organization, and I must say this, 
that we do some work and study and research on safety, and I often 
hear it quoted about signs not being a hazard to safety. And the one 
incident that is quoted most often is a statement that is derived from a 
test that was done synthetically up in the Northwest, under classroom 
conditions, and not under real conditions, and we do not feel that that 
at all was a fair test of what is really a safety measure of any kind. 

We think that it is not very practical to go at it from the State angle, 
although we have been unsuccessful twice in the 20 years we have tried 
to pass a bill in Ohio. 

The first time our most effective opposition came from someone 
who is now in Congress, from Ohio, who felt that—-who now claims 
that controlling outdoor advertising should be a State matter, but 
when he was a member of the State legislature he was our most 
effective opposition. Therefore, he must have had a change of heart. 
When we tried the second time, the committee was headed by someone 
whose mind seemed to already be made up about controlling outdoor 
advertising, because of course, the older members who have the 
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seniority get the chairmanship of the committees. And a particular 
man had the chairmanship of this committee, and he would never 
allow the bill to be voted on. That is why we think if you do not do 
something federally, it may be put off for years and years, until it is 
too late to protect those roads, because this is an actual experience 
we had, and the chairman of the committee told me personally, he said, 
“Mrs. Thompson, I am sorry, but I will never allow that bill to be 
voted on,” and we felt that was not democratic, that the public of 
America should have a chance to say whether they wanted something 
or did not want it. 

When this bill came up there was no opposition except from a few 
odd people, and by that I do not mean peculiar people, but they were 
not typical of the people in their association, and they were not in 
agreement with their own groups; they were a few farmers and a 
few other people that had been sold by lobbyists, but when this bill 
was up never did we have any criticism from any branch of the public 
and we worked with the representatives of the Catholic Church and 
the Episcopal Church, and never once did anyone in the advertising 
business approach us to try and work out something they thought 
would be more fair to them. 

When it came to the members of the unions, we found, through the 
run-of-the-mine members of the union with whom we talked and some 
of them were painters, that they wanted the roadsides controlled, 
that they take their vacations and drive some place and they want to 
relax, and don’t want distractions to other drivers that may endanger 
their lives. 

A very satisfactory arrangement was worked out in Ohio with the 
motel and hotel people along the turnpike, where one uniform sign 
was put up for a turnoff that was the same color and the same size, 
as the other signs that said this is a motel district, and I have a letter 
in my files saying how satisfactory that arrangement has been. 

So we feel that something can be worked out, if people are willing 
to cooperate, that certainly will suit the majority of the people. 

We found, as far as the property owners go, along these roads, that 
the value of the property increased where there were restrictions on 
outdoor advertising, that is was no handicap at all. 

As far as the roadside business that might be discriminated against, 
on these limited access roads no one will ever be able to stop and buy 
anything anyway, so it is not going to be any harm to them. 

But we found, in spite of this great desire of the people in Ohio, 
that one man, because he was chairman of a particular committee, 
stopped the whole cause of the roadside control, excepting the turn- 
pike, which was private enterprise and we had an opportunity to 
approach it from another way, and we think it would be a tremendous 
help to the other States to have the guidance of some kind of a good 
basic bill, with a reward to those States that are willing to cooperate. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Thank you for your testimony. 

Mr. Cleveland, secretary of the AAA. 
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STATEMENT OF WASHINGTON I. CLEVELAND, SECRETARY, DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA DIVISION OF THE AMERICAN AUTO- 
MOBILE ASSOCIATION ON THE SUBJECT OF ROADSIDE PRO- 
TECTION 


Mr. CLEVELAND. I am here to represent the District of Columbia 
Advisory Board of the American Automobile Association, the Subur- 
ban Maryland AAA Advisory Board and the Northern Virginia AAA 
Advisory Board. In other words the local organization of AAA’s 
here in this area. These three organizations are the policymaking 
bodies for the District of Columbia division of the American Auto- 
mobile Association, the suburban Maryland organization of the AAA 
and the northern Virginia organization of the AAA. 

1 am authorized to inform you that all three organizations are 
strongly in favor of roadside protection legislation and, specifically 
endorse Senate bill 3218 of Thomas H. Kuchel, your bill, Senator 
Kuchel, and of course we favor the amendments that you have dis- 
cussed verbally here today. 

Our organization has worked for billboard legislation for many 
years. For at least the past 15 years we have sponsored and sought 
to secure the enactment of billboard-control legislation in the Maryland 
Legislature. We report to you with genuine enthusiasm that that 
body has at last enacted a bill which prohibits the erection of 
billboards within 600 feet of all limited access freeways in the State 
of Maryland including all of the Interstate System in that State. 

Senator Revercoms. ‘May I interrupt at that point? Does the 
Maryland bill pertain only to billboards or does it pertain to other 
structures, within the limited area? 

Mr. Cuevetanp. | think the language is outdoor advertising, 
within 600 feet. 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you. 

Mr. CLevetanp. I am sorry | didn’t bring a copy of the bill with 
me. But that is my recollection. We have every assurance that 
Governor McKeldin will sign this measure. 

Year after year, legislation to control billboards in the State of 
Maryland has gone down to defeat. The fact that we were successful 
in getting legislation through this year was due in large measure to 
the fact that there was pending in Congress legislation which would 
give a bonus to States protecting the Interstate System roadsides. 
The Maryland State Roads Commission estimated that Senate 3218, 
if enacted, would bring a bonus of more than $8 million to Maryland. 
This unquestionably was a potent factor in securing passage of 
billboard legislation in the State. 

The only legislation we have ever been able to get through, prior 
to this, was a bill which was enacted at the last session, which limits 
billboards on either side of the northeast freeway, which is a freeway 
which has not yet been constructed, the right-of-way hasn’t been 
secured. But with that one exception, we never were able to get 
anything through until there was a prospect of this bonus and that $8 
million did the trick. 
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Senator Revercoms. There was a bill passed in Virginia recently; 
wasn’t there? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Yes, sir, we weren’t in favor of that; we were not 
too satisfied with it, but it is better than nothing. 

Senator Revercoms. All right. Go ahead. 

Mr. Crevetanp. The Automobile Club of Maryland with head- 
quarters in Baltimore last year sent out a questionnaire to 25,000 
motorists and AAA members throughout the State of Maryland. 
Approximately 12,000 replies were received. The question concerning 
roadside protection read as follows: 

In order to promote highway safety and to maintain the attractiveness thereof 
along limited or controlled-access highways, a bill is proposed to prohibit the 
erection of signs within 1,000 feet of the right-of-way line. Do you favor? 

On this question, the answers were Yes 9,408, No 461. 

In other words, 95 out of every 100 persons answering the question- 
naire voted in favor of banning billboards within 1,000 feet of the 
right-of-way line on all limited or controlled-access highways of the 
State. 

The point which we wish to bring home to you members of the 
committee is that the motoring public is paying for the highways 
which are being built as a part of the Federal aid highway system. 
The motoring public, by an overwhelming majority, desires to keep 
these highways free from the deterioration and blight of billboards 
and it is our firm conviction that these motorists who are paying for 
the highways have a right to have their wishes respected and carried 
out insofar as roadside protection is concerned. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. Any questions? 

Senator Revercoms. Can you, in summary, state the differences 
between the Maryland State bill on control of roadside signs, and the 
bills passed by the legislature of Virginia recently? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Senator Revercomb, I will have to rely on what 
I have read in the papers, because I haven’t seen the final bill, but it 
is my understanding that whereas the Maryland law prohibits all 
advertising, except the signs that the State puts up and the ones in- 
cluded in your bill here, within 600 feet of all limited-access highways, 
in Virginia advertising is permitted within 1 mile of the interchanges. 

Now I would point out to you that that is the worse place for them, 
because studies have shown that at interchanges or intersections, 
where there are clusters of billboards, accidents are three times as 
prolific as they are at the other intersections, so it seems to us that 
that is a very bad feature of the bill. We opposed that portion of the 
bill, and we were not at all pleased with the final outcome, but we 
hope for better success in years to come. 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you. 

Senator Gorse. The Chair wishes to place in the record at this time 
a resolution submitted by Mr. Michael D. Gill, of the Young Republi- 
cans, and a telegram received from Mrs. Ralph A. Reynolds, of San 
Francisco, and a telegram received from the California Roadside 
Council, Inc., Yale Maxon, vice president. 

(The resolution and telegrams referred to are as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL D. GILL, NATIONAL COMMITTEEMAN 
OF THE YOUNG REPUBLICAN CLUB OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. Gitu. My name is Michael D. Gill. I am national committee- 
man of the Young Republican Club of the District of Columbia. 

On January 13, 1958, at its regular monthly meeting, the Young 
Republican Club passed the following resolution supporting proposed 
legislation aimed at protecting the roadsides of the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways. 

Whereas during the next 13 years the American people will spend at least $30 
billion—90 percent from Federal funds and 10 percent from State funds—to con- 
struct 41,000 miles of interstate and defense highways, and 

Whereas these highways will be coustructed according to the most modern con- 
cepts of high-speed arteries, including the principle of limited access through which 
all business is excluded from direct access to highway, and 

Whereas 75 percent of the mileage of this highway system will be located where 
no business now exists: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Young Republican Club of the District of Columbia believes 
that modern highway construction, in order to assure safe and pleasurable travel, 
includes interest in the environment of the highway, including outdoor advertising, 
and that those providing services of food, fuel, and habitation may be served 
through uniform official signs; and be it further 

Resolved, That in the absence of State standards the principle of providing such 
guides be made a part of the Federal Highway Act of 1956, through amendment; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the chairman of the 
Public Works Committee of the United States Senate for its consideration. 

My appearance here today is based upon that resolution and is for 
the purpose of endorsing any proposed legislation that will assure the 
best possible protection of the roadsides of the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways from unnecessary and unsightly 
outdoor advertising. 

While I do not wish to go into specific details of any of the bills 
that are now before you, I wish to emphasize that in placing such 
control of outdoor advertising in the individual States, each bill is 
seeking to attain the very admirable objective of avoiding centralized 
control by the Federal Government of matters more properly within 
the jurisdiction of the individual States. Of course, this is stated 
recognizing that certain guides are necessary in the Federal legislation 
to meet the requirements arising in the absence of State standards. 


[Telegram] 
San Francisco, Catir., 
Senator Dennis CHAVEZ, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Regarding billboard control legislation consider Bush bill preferable; Kuchel 
bill acceptable with deletion of section 2A4 and clause exempting incorporated 
areas. 

Mrs. Raupu A. ReyNoups. 


Senator Gore. Are there other witnesses? This concludes the 
names on the list before the Chair. Are there other witnesses, pro 
9 
or con? 
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(No response.) 
Senator Gore. If not, we will close the hearing on this particular 


phase of the proposed legislation. The committee will stand adjourned 
until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:10 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m. Tuesday, March 11, 1958, in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D. C.) 

(Additional letters received are as follows:) 


MARYLAND StTaTE Socirery, 
DAUGHTERS OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, 
Takoma Park, Md., March 9, 1958. 
Hon. ALRERT Gorge, 
Chairman, Senate Roads Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Srr: Since it is impossible for me to appear at the hearing on the bill- 
board control bills scheduled for March 10, I send you this statement. In this I 
speak for the members of the 10 chapters of the Maryland State Society, Daughters 
of the American Revolution listed below. 

I urge that a bill for the control of outdoor advertising be favorably reported 
out of committee and promptly passed by the Senate and that it include provisions 
for the preservation of natural beauty, landscaping, reforestation, and soil conser- 
vation as in 8. 963 and 8S. 3041 and that no exceptions be included which would 
weaken the effect of the act by exempting sections of highway within municipalities 
or allowed by present State or local laws as in 8. 3218. 

I would also eall attention to the action last week of the Maryland Assembly 
in passing such a bill for Maryland. We heartily commend this action. 

Very truly yours, 

Dorotuy K. C. Sarisrury, 
Chairman on Conservation. 
Chapters: 

Anne Arundel, Millersville 
Chevy Chase, Chevy Chase 
Erasmus Perry, Silver Spring 
Francis Scott Key, Baltimore 
Washington Custis, Baltimore 
Maj. William Thomas, Saint Marys City 
Mary Carroll Caton, Catonsville 
Old Kent, Chestertown 
Frederick, Frederick 
Toaping Castle, Hyattsville 


ANDREWS NURSERY Co. 
12, 1958. 


Faribault, Minn., March 
Hon. Epwarp J. Toye, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Tuye: I understand that Senate bill 3041 will be discussed 
shortly. We are strongly in favor of restricting highway advertising on the new 
Federal Highway System. 

We travel extensively on business every summer and find that we can travel 
farther in a day and with less fatigue on the turnpikes and express highways 
than we can on the older type of roads with more turns and an abundance of 
advertising boards along the way. 

With the elimination of signboards and the addition of proper landscape plant- 
ings, it will cut down the number of accidents, reduce the amount of driver fatigue, 
and where the highways pass through towns the plantings that can be established 
will eliminate much of the traffic noise. 

People with an opposite view will point out that signboards are a benefit to 
many as it will require a lot of people to erect and paint the signboards and the 
light companies will receive an income from the electricity used to light them. 
We would like to point out, in opposition to this, that it will require a goodly 
number of people to grow the nursery stock necessary for the proper planting of 
these highways and to maintain the plantings after they are planted and 
established. 
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Each year more people take to the highways and this is the reason that the 
highways are having to be built and we shouid eliminate as many accidents as 
possible and one way to do that is by lessening driver fatigue and monotony, 
create for them a scene of beauty while they are traveling. 

We will urge that you support Senate bill 3041 when it comes up for discussion. 

Yours very truly, 
K. D. ANDREws. 


[Minnesota Motorist, March 1958] 


AAA Supports Bint SEEKING CoNnTROL OF BILLBOARDS ON INTERSTATE Roaps 


States eliminating unnecessary billboards from along America’s ‘dream”’ 
highways of the future would be rewarded under a bill introduced recently by 
Senator Thomas H. Kuchel (Republican, California.) 

The American Automobile Association, a longtime foe of uncontrolled roadsied 
development, promptly threw vigorous support behind the measure. 

AAA has maintained, ever since the passage of the 1956 Highway Act, that 
some sort of control on signs and billboards is just as necessary as control on 
commercial development along the new roads in order to prevent roadside blight. 

The Kuchel bill would encourage States to ban all but a few billboards along 
the roadsides of the new National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. 
Exceptions would include official signs and those advertising activities conducted 
on the property. 

States adopting this policy would be given an additional 1 percent in the Federal 
share of the construction cost on interstate projects. The Federal Government 
now pays 90 percent total cost. 

Revised estimates of the cost of building the 41,000-mile system call for a 
$18 billion expenditure on the rural portion alone. Thus the bill carries a $180 
million reward to States which cooperate in protecting interstate roadsides. 

The AAA is watching outdoor advertising interests which have consistently 
fought roadside protection measures. Last year these interests protested to 
Congress that control of advertising along the roadsides be left to the States. 
Already. they are opposing State action in the matter. 

In Virginia, for example, a bill which would regulate commercial advertising 
within 500 feet of the interstate highways is now being fought strenuously by 
outdoor advertising interests. They claim that such restrictions would cripple the 
State’s tourist industry. 

Outdoor advertising interests in Virginia have circulated doom-filled literature 
to property owners. If the State legislature act to protect the interstate routes, 
they suggest, that is but a step on the road toward legislating what color a man 
may paint his house. 

“The experience in Virginia,’ said Harry I. Kirk, president of the AAA, “shows 
clearly that outdoor advertising interests will fight regulation of any kind at any 
level of government. They will battle against control, whether it be a little 
‘snipe’ sign along a country road or a barn-sized panel along the Interstate System. 

“Highway users, who are paying for the roads, feel that the time has come to 
face this problem squarely. In the words of the Kuchel bill, protective action 
would ‘promote safety, convenience, and enjoyment of public travel.’ ”’ 





RESOLUTION OF THE GARDEN CLUB OF ILLINOIS 


Whereas the State of Illinois expects to open its new toll roads in 1959, and 
during the next 13 years will be using taxpayer funds for the construction of free- 
ways to be part of the Federal Interstate Highway System, and further the county 
of Cook has under construction a system of expressways radiating out of Chicago; 
and 

Whereas these highways will be constructed according to the most modern 
concepts of high-speed arteries, including the principle of limited access through 
which all business is excluded from direct access to the highway; and 

Whereas a large percent of the mileage of the Federal Interstate Highway Sys- 
tem in Illinois will be located on new rights-of-way where no business now exists, 
as is also true of the toll roads: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Garden Club of Illinois believes that modern highway con- 
struction, in order to assure safe and pleasureable travel, includes control of the 
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environment of the highway, including outdoor advertising, and that the interests 
of those providing service of food, fuel and lodging may be served through uniform 
official signs; and be it further 

Resolved, That the principle of providing such control be made a part of the 
Federal Highway Act of 1956, through amendment; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the chairmen of the 
Committees on Public Works of the United States Senate and the House, to the 
Secretary of Commerce and to the Senators and Congressmen of Illinois for con- 
sideration in this session of Congress. 

Passed by the voard of directors, February 10, 1958. 





THUNDERBIRD TRADING Post, 
Bluewater, N. Mex., March 11, 1958. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEz, 
The United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: I have been informed that Senator Rush (Republican, Connec- 
ticut) has introduced Senate bill No. 3041 to eliminate billboards along the 
Interstate Road System. Also that Senator Kuchel (Republican, California) has 
introduced Senate bill No. 3218 for the same purpose. 

These two bills would, if passed, virtually eliminate all advertising on the 
Interstate Highway System. I, and many other people here in New Mexico, 
think the passing of these bills would certainly affect the economy of highway 
businesses because highway businesses need road signs to direct strangers to their 
businesses for their services. 

I am well aware that perhaps legislation needs to be passed to control erection 
of any sign that presents a physical hazard. As at an intersection where it might 
restrict a driver’s vision or at a cut where the wind might blow it onto the highway, 
but I see no need for restrictions in open areas where a sizn creates no physical 
hazard. 

The economy of our country depends, to a great extent, on advertising. We, 
in the tourists business, have no other means of reaching the tourists except 
through billboard advertising because the newspapers and radio stations do not 
reach a sufficient number of tourists. 

I would, therefore, like to appeal to you to defeat both of these bills when they 
come before you for a vote. 

Respectfully yours, 
FrRaANK McCuure. 





A RESOLUTION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF SceNIC HIGHWAYS 


Whereas California Garden Clubs, Inc., is now, as it has long been, energetically 
pursuing a program for the preservation and protection of California’s scenic 
highways from the gross use and misuse of billboards along picturesque stretches: 
Be it therefore 

Resolved, That we again make official record of our constructive objective by 
spreading this resolution upon the minutes of this third quarterly board meeting, 
as well as directing public notice in a near issue of Golden Gardens. 

Sponsored by: 

GLORIA GARTH. 

Passed at a regular quarterly meeting of the board of directors of California 
Garden Clubs, Inc., at 3:42 p. m. this 12th day of February, 1958. 

; Mrs. C. C. Henry, President. 

Attested by: 

Mrs. GeorGE W. IrRvING, 
Recording Secretary. 


x 











